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V. Dikkut's book Restoration of Capitalism in the USSR 
Biography 


Willy Dikkut, the son of a coachman, was trained as a locksmith and turner. In 1926 
he joined the German Communist Party. In 1928-1929 he spent eight months in the 
Soviet Union as a skilled worker in a factory making hair clippers. On his return he 
was active in the Communist Party and in March 1933 he was elected to the 
Solingen city council. 


After the Nazis came to power he worked underground. In 1938 he was sentenced 
by the special court Hamm to one year and nine months in prison, and in August 
1944 was arrested again, but during the massive bombing of Solingen in November 
that year was able to escape. 


After 1945 Dickhut again became an activist of the reconstituted Communist Party, 
and was deputy head of the personnel department of the party board. In 1966, after 
criticizing the state of affairs in the Soviet Union, he was expelled, later joining the 
Communist Party of Germany/Marxist-Leninist. In 1972, Dickhut participated in the 
creation of the German Communist Workers’ Union, transformed ten years later into 
the Marxist-Leninist Party of Germany. From 1969 to 1991, Dickhut was responsible 
for the publication of Revolutionarer Weg. 


Dickhut is best known for his study of the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet 
Union, which he attributes to the late 1950s and 1960s His book Die Restauration 
des Kapitalismus in der Sowjetunion was published in several parts in 1971-1988. It 
was translated into Russian by Russian Maoist Party activist O. Torbasov and was 
published in Russia in 2004 


Dikkut's book, "The Restoration of Capitalism in the USSR" is important to 
understand that the economic and social collapse of the former Soviet Union and its 
“neocolonial zone of influence" was not, despite the assurances of all bourgeois 
media, the "end of socialism. It was merely the disintegration of a part of the 
imperialist world system, which until then had been characterized by the rivalry 
between the two superpowers, the US and the USSR. The bureaucratic state- 
monopolistic capitalism of a new type, which emerged after the XX Congress of the 
CPSU in February 1956 as a result of the gradual restoration of capitalism in the 
USSR, collapsed. The 20th Congress of the CPSU marked the coming to power of 
petty-bourgeois reborn bureaucracy, which imperceptibly managed to develop in 
the party, state and economic apparatuses of the USSR. This was the most significant 
defeat that the revolutionary workers' movement had experienced in the last 
century. The result was a split between the international Marxist-Leninist and 
workers' movements... 


1. The development of the bureaucracy from a petty-bourgeois stratum into a 
new bourgeois ruling class 


Whoever today spreads the scientific truth that the Soviet Union was socialist and 
today is capitalist, must be prepared to be labeled "anti-Soviet" and branded an 
"opportunist" by the leaders of the GKP (German Communist Party; West German 
Revisionist Party - ed.). However, every communist who has carefully examined the 
actual situation will be able to determine who betrayed the revolutionary heritage 
of Lenin and Stalin and who fell into opportunism. These were and are the 
revisionists. In the Soviet Union they abolished the dictatorship of the proletariat 
and restored capitalism, but not as private capitalism, but as a new type of 
capitalism. Instead of the working class, the revisionist bureaucracy, the new 
bourgeoisie, now exercises power over the people. How were the bureaucrats able 
to destroy proletarian democracy and elevate themselves to the capitalist masters of 
the Soviet Union? We shall try to answer this question in the present book. 


Lenin's Struggle Against Bureaucracy 

Although the Russian October Revolution of 1917 overthrew the power of 
capitalism and established the dictatorship of the proletariat, the class struggle did 
not end there. On the contrary: it became sharper, more fierce, more bitter. The 
period of the dictatorship of the proletariat means the class struggle in a different 
form from the one before the seizure of power. 


It means, 

"The dictatorship of the proletariat is also a period of class struggle which is 
inevitable as long as the classes are not destroyed and which changes its forms, 
becoming especially violent and peculiar for the first time after the overthrow of 


capital". Having gained political power, the proletariat does not cease the class 
struggle, but continues it - right up to the destruction of the classes - but, of course, 
in a different environment, in a different form, by different means" (V.I. Lenin. 
PSS[1], vol. 39, pp. 14-15). 


In addition to the old exploiting classes - the capitalists, internal and external, and 
the landowners, who mobilized all the reactionary forces to restore their power 
through civil war - new enemies of the working class also appeared. 


They were favored by disorganization, hunger, poverty and ruin, these inevitable 
circumstances of war, and they sought to destroy the country's economy by 
sabotage, speculation and fraud. Lenin pointed out in Economics and Politics in the 
Era of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat that petty-bourgeois commodity 
production always produces capitalism again: 


"The peasant economy continues to be petty commodity production. Here we have 
an extremely broad and very deep, very firmly rooted, base of capitalism. On this 
base capitalism persists and is reborn again - in the fiercest struggle with 
communism. The forms of this struggle are: bagging and speculation against the 
state procurement of bread (grain, as well as other products), - in general against 
the state distribution of products. (V.I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 39, p. 274). 


Thus, in 1918 half of the grain for bread was supplied to the towns by the black 
market at prices ten times higher than the official ones. Such declassified peasants, 
speculators, and crooks were allies of the capitalists and class enemies of the 
workers. They were more dangerous than open enemies on the front lines. 

The vast masses of the petty-bourgeois population in the city and in the countryside, 
especially the petty and middle peasantry, oscillated between the proletariat and 
the bourgeoisie. 


"The petty-bourgeois element is not called an element for nothing, for it is really 
something most formless, indefinite, unconscious... The ruin, the need, the gravity of 
the situation cause hesitation: today for the bourgeoisie, tomorrow for the 
proletariat. Only the hardened vanguard of the proletariat is able to resist and resist 
hesitation" (V.I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 43, p. 241). 


The bureaucracy in the administrative and economic apparatus and institutions also 
belongs to the petty bourgeoisie. Although the old state apparatus had been 
destroyed by the October Revolution, the victorious proletariat could not easily do 
without bourgeois managerial specialists in the central and local organs of power, 
nor without bourgeois engineers and technicians in industry. Lenin emphasized that 
socialism is essentially alien to bureaucratic automatism. Living, creative socialism 
must be the work of the masses themselves. A few days after seizing power, Lenin 
addressed the population: 


"Comrades of the workers! Remember that you yourselves now rule the state. No 
one will help you unless you yourselves unite and take all the affairs of the state into 
your own hands. Your Councils are from now on the organs of state power, the 
organs of authority, the decisive organs... Impose the strictest control over the 
production and accounting of products. Arrest anyone who dares to harm the 
people's cause and bring him before the people's revolutionary court" (Lenin's PSS, 
vol. 35, p. 66). 


Lenin embraced the lessons of the Paris Commune, which were summed up by Marx 
and Engels. Engels, pointing out the danger of the domination of society by the state 
bureaucracy, explained the necessary countermeasures of the Commune in his 
introduction to Marx's Civil War in France: 


"Against this inevitable transformation in all hitherto existing states of the state and 
the organs of the state from servants of society into masters over society, the 
Commune applied two unmistakable means. First, it appointed to all posts, in 
government, in the courts, in public education, persons chosen by universal suffrage, 
and, moreover, introduced the right to recall these electors at any time by decision 
of their electors. And secondly, it paid all officials, both higher and lower, only as 
much pay as the other workers received. The highest salary paid at all by the 
Commune was 6,000 francs. In this way a reliable obstacle was created to the 
pursuit of seats and careerism, even regardless of the imperative mandates to 
deputies in representative institutions introduced by the Commune in addition" (K. 
Marx and F. Engels, Op.[2], vol. 22, p. 200). 


In accordance with these basic measures, on December 1, 1917, the Council of 
People's Commissars limited the maximum salary for the people's commissars and 
higher officials to 500 rubles per month. This so-called party maximum was for the 
highest officials, in the provinces about half of the named amount. Such regulation 
was an important measure to prevent the development of bureaucratic tendencies 
within the Party. But it soon became clear that the enormous administrative work, 
economic management and scientific activities could not be successfully carried out 
without the involvement of the bourgeois intelligentsia. Lenin came to the 
conclusion that in order to win over and attract the bourgeois intelligentsia to his 
side for the construction of socialism, the capitalist method of high pay should be 
applied. This measure, dictated by the concrete situation, strongly influenced 
further developments. It was a compromise, a step backward. Lenin was well aware 
of the danger this measure caused. He saw a way of overcoming the danger in 
explaining it openly to the masses. 


The then necessity of bringing the bourgeois intelligentsia into the service is of such 
great importance for the further development of the bureaucracy and the privileges 
gained by certain members of the party that we will quote Lenin's detailed rationale 
without substantial abridgements: 


"Without the leadership of specialists in various branches of knowledge, technology, 
and experience, the transition to socialism is impossible, for socialism requires a 
conscious and mass movement toward a higher productivity of labor than 
capitalism and on the basis of what capitalism has achieved. Socialism must realize 
this movement forward in its own way, by its own methods - let us say more 
specifically, by Soviet methods. And specialists are inevitably bourgeois in mass, by 
virtue of the whole environment of that social life which has made them specialists. 
Had our proletariat, seizing power, quickly solved the problem of registration, 
control, organization on a nationwide scale - (this was not possible because of the 
war and backwardness of Russia) - then, having broken the sabotage, we would 
have subjugated the bourgeois specialists to ourselves completely through universal 
registration and control. Because of the great "delay" in taking into account and 
control in general, although we have managed to defeat sabotage, we have not yet 
created an environment in which bourgeois specialists are at our disposal, The best 
organizers and specialists can be used by the state either the old, bourgeois way 
(i.e., for a high salary), or the new, proletarian way (i.e., by creating an environment 
of popular accounting and control from below, which would inevitably subdue and 
attract specialists). 


Now we had to resort to the old bourgeois means and accept very high payments for 
the "services" of the greatest of the bourgeois specialists. Everyone familiar with the 
case can see this, but not everyone has thought about the significance of sucha 
measure on the part of the proletarian state. Clearly, such a measure is a 
compromise, a departure from the principles of the Paris Commune and all 
proletarian power, which demand that wages be reduced to the level of the average 
worker, which demands a struggle against careerism through deeds, not words. 

Not only that. It is clear that such a measure not only suspends - in a certain area 
and to a certain degree - the attack on capital (because capital is not the sum of 
money, but a certain social attitude), but it is also a step backward for our socialist, 
Soviet, state power, which from the beginning proclaimed and pursued a policy of 
reducing high salaries to the wages of the average worker. 


We need to study the peculiarities of the extremely difficult and new road to 
socialism, not to cover up our mistakes and weaknesses, but to try to finish what we 
have left undone in time. To conceal from the masses that the attraction of 
bourgeois specialists with extremely high wages is a deviation from the principles of 
the Commune would be to lower ourselves to the level of bourgeois politicians and 
to deceive the masses. To explain openly how and why we took a step backward, 
then to discuss publicly what means are available to make up for lost time, means to 
educate the masses and learn from experience, to learn together with them how to 
build socialism. 


Of course, this question also has another side. The corrupting influence of high 
wages is indisputable - both on the Soviet power (especially since with the rapidity 
of the coup a certain number of adventurers and swindlers could not but join this 


power, who together with the untalented or unscrupulous of various commissars do 
not mind getting into the "stars" ... speculation) and on the working masses. But 
everyone that is thinking and honest among the workers and poor peasants will 
agree with us and admit that we cannot get rid of the bad legacy of capitalism at 
once, that we cannot free the Soviet republic from the "tribute" of 50 or 100 million 
rubles (tribute for our own backwardness in organizing the nationwide accounting 
and control from below), by organizing ourselves, by tightening discipline among 
ourselves, by cleansing our milieu of all "capitalist legacies", "those who observe the 
traditions of capitalism", that is, of slackers, embezzlers (now all land, all factories, 
all railroads are the "treasury" of the Soviet Republic). The sooner we ourselves, the 
workers and peasants, learn better labor discipline and higher labor technique, 
using bourgeois specialists for this science, the sooner we will be rid of all 'tribute' 
to these specialists" (V. I. Lenin. The Next Tasks of Soviet Power."-PSS, vol. 36, pp. 
178-181). 


These special privileges (higher salaries, better housing, a higher standard of living, 
etc.) applied in Lenin's time only to the petty-bourgeois stratum of the bureaucracy 
and the bourgeois scientists. Lenin, however, clearly saw the danger posed by them. 
Already at that time this great theorist and practitioner of the revolution was aware 
that the mobilization and revolutionary movement of the masses was a sure means 

of effectively combating this danger. He therefore demanded that: 


1. The workers and the poorest peasants had the right: 

a. to elect and recall leaders in charge, 

b. to supervise the activities of the management, 

c. to place workers in positions of responsibility; 

2. the working masses took all power into their own hands and perfected the 
exercise of power (the practical implementation of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat). 


In 1918, Lenin regretted that workers' control had not yet penetrated the life and 
consciousness of the broad masses of the proletariat. It is probably for this reason 
that Lenin again and again relentlessly pointed out, on the one hand, the danger of 
bureaucracy, and, on the other hand, the necessity of mobilizing the masses and of 
control by the masses as the only effective means to confront the danger. Lenin 
stressed: 


"Of course, the element of petty-bourgeois disorganization (which in any proletarian 
revolution is bound to show itself in one way or another, but in our revolution, 
owing to the petty-bourgeois character of the country, its backwardness and the 
consequences of the reactionary war, is particularly strong) cannot but leave its 
imprint on the Soviets. 


There is a petty-bourgeois tendency to turn the members of the Soviets into 
"parliamentarians" or, on the other hand, into bureaucrats. This must be fought by 


involving all members of the Soviets in practical participation in government. Our 
goal is the total involvement of the poor in practical participation in government, 
and every step toward its realization - the more varied the better - must be carefully 
recorded, studied, systematized, verified by broader experience, legitimized. 

The struggle against the bureaucratic perversion of Soviet organization is ensured 
by the strength of the Soviets' connection with "the people", in the sense of the 
workers and the exploited, by the flexibility and elasticity of this connection. 

It is the proximity of the Soviets to the 'people' of the workers that creates special 
forms of recall and other control from below, which must now be developed 
especially assiduously" (ibid., pp. 204, 205-206). 


Lenin called for a variety of methods of control from below "to tear out repeatedly 
and relentlessly the weedy grass of bureaucratism" (ibid., p. 206). On April 9, 1919, 
a decree signed by Lenin, Kalinin, and Stalin on the reorganization of state control 
was issued. It declared war on all kinds of bureaucracy in whatever form it 
appeared. The prerequisite was the involvement of the broad masses in 
management and control, only it could "cleanse the Soviet institutions from 
bureaucratic filth" (Decrees of the Soviet Power, Vol. V, April 1 - July 31, 1919, p. 49). 


Whenever Lenin detected growing signs of the development of bureaucracy, he 
sounded the alarm. In January 1920 he wrote a letter to Tomsky about 
bureaucratism in the trade unions: 


"T have never doubted that there is still a great deal of bureaucratism in our 
commissariats, in all of them. But to have as much bureaucracy in the trade unions, | 
did not expect. It is the greatest disgrace. I beg you to read all these documents in 
the Communist faction of the All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions and work 
out practical measures to combat bureaucracy, red tape, idleness and lack of hands" 
(V.I. Lenin. PSS. Vol. 51, p. 120). 


A few days later Lenin wrote to Stalin about the rules of the Workers' and Peasants’ 
Inspection and demanded the involvement of all the working masses, also and above 
all women, in the Rabkrin; he demanded further expansion of control and 
involvement of non-party workers and peasants in the control of the state at the 
highest level. Time and again Lenin mobilized workers and peasants for the 
practical study of management, for "practice is a hundred times more important than 
any theory." 


Lenin was especially angry when bureaucrats in the state apparatus abused their 
power and harassed people who complained of violations. In such cases Lenin acted 
without any leniency, as can be seen from a telegram sent to the executive 
committee of Novgorod Province: 


"Apparently Bulatov is arrested for complaining to me. I warn you that for this I will 
arrest the chairmen of the provincial executive committee, the Chek and the 


members of the executive committee and have them shot. Why did you not 
immediately respond to my inquiry? Lenin, Chairperson of the People's 
Commissariat" (V.I. Lenin, PSS, vol. 50, p. 318). 


Lenin was clearly aware of the growing danger of the bureaucracy seizing power in 
the Party, the state apparatus and the economy and sought to put a permanent end 
to it by the most drastic measures. Lenin, however, resorted to such extreme 
measures only in particularly scandalous cases, to punish for the sake of revenge. 
The reason why Lenin saw the key to the struggle against the bureaucracy in 
mobilizing and involving the masses in management and control was, above all, that 
the petty-bourgeois bureaucracy had already infiltrated the party and state organs. 
After the seizure of power, many petty-bourgeois elements had crept into the Party, 
so that bureaucracy had already become a problem in 1921. 


In his closing speech at the 10th Congress (March 1921), Lenin pointed out the task 
of combating bureaucracy: "It takes hundreds of thousands of people" (V. I. Lenin. 
PSS, vol. 43, p. 48). He explained that bureaucracy cannot simply be "abolished"; 
overcoming it is a long-term process. This struggle must be waged relentlessly, 
trying new methods. Lenin demanded that bureaucrats who had infiltrated the 
Party be exposed, and expelled, and wrote to Sokolov: "Bureaucrats are tricksters, 
many of them are scoundrels of arch-progression. You cannot take them with your 
bare hands" (V.I. Lenin, PSS, vol. 52, p. 194). 


In 1921, by decision of the Central Committee, the party was purged. During the four 
years after the revolution - when it became clear who had won - many petty- 
bourgeois elements penetrated into the Party, especially from the ranks of the petty- 
bourgeois Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries. Lenin demanded that only one 
percent of the Mensheviks who had joined the Party since the beginning of 1918 
should remain in the Party. And only under the condition of a three- and fourfold 
check, since: 


"The Party must be purged of the Masuriks, of the obstructive, of the dishonest, of 
the untrustworthy Communists and of the Mensheviks who have repainted their 
‘facade’ but who remain Mensheviks at heart" (V. I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 44, p. 124). 


Thus a total of 170,000 unreliable elements, about a quarter of all Party members, 
were expelled. However, the bureaucracy did not die out. Many sincere Communists 
could not equal the bureaucratic specialists. Lenin pointed out in a report to the 
Central Committee: 


"For everywhere the bourgeois workers know the business better than our best 
Communists, who have all the power, all the possibilities, and who do not know how 
to make a single step with their rights and with their power. We must realize and 
must not be afraid to realize that the Communists in charge, in 99 cases out of 100, 


have not been assigned to that for which they are now qualified, do not know how to 
conduct their own affairs and must now learn." Lenin. PSS. 45, pp. 96-97 and 116). 


Lenin openly exposed this weakness by showing the danger of the bureaucracy 
becoming "indispensable" by virtue of its special knowledge and confusing 
communists. In this way it could gradually master the state and party apparatus. 
This is why Lenin in 1923 encouraged the Rabkrin to carry out its control decisively, 
not to allow itself to be intimidated, and not to back down: 


"Our new Rabkrin, we hope, will leave behind itself, that quality which the French 
call pruderie, which we can call ridiculous affectation or ridiculous importantism, 
and which is to the last degree inimical to all our bureaucracy, both in Soviet and 
Party. Be it parenthetically stated, we have bureaucracy not only in Soviet 
institutions, but also in Party institutions" (V.I. Lenin, "Less is Better." - Ibid., p. 397). 


Lenin could not have foreseen that some thirty years later the bureaucracy, 
originally only a petty-bourgeois stratum, would seize state power and, as a new 
bourgeois ruling class, restore capitalism on a new basis. But he was very clearly 
aware of the danger of the restoration of capitalism by the wavering petty- 
bourgeois elements, especially by the bureaucracy; he pointed out in a speech at the 
10th Party Congress "that the internal danger in a certain respect is greater than 
that of Denikin and Judenich" (V.I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 43, p. 102). 


In a draft resolution on syndicalist and anarchist deviation, Lenin unequivocally 
warned the party and the working class of the threat of the restoration of capitalism: 
"In a country like Russia, the tremendous predominance of the petty-bourgeois 
element and the inevitable, as a result of war, ruin, impoverishment, epidemics and 
crop failures, the extreme aggravation of needs and popular calamities give rise to 
particularly sharp manifestations of fluctuation in the moods of the petty-bourgeois 
and semi-proletarian masses. The whole experience of all the revolutions of the 
18th, 19th and 20th centuries shows with absolute clarity and conviction that 
nothing can be achieved from these fluctuations except the restoration of the power 
and property of the capitalists and landlords, provided the unity, strength and 
influence of the revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat weakens as much as 
possible" (Ibid., p. 96). 


Was this warning of Lenin actually taken seriously? Did the working class realize 


that the preservation of its power, the consolidation and strengthening of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat were threatened? 


Stalin-led struggle against the old and new bureaucracy 
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After Lenin's death, the struggle against the bureaucracy inevitably took more and 
more acute forms. Stalin was elected General Secretary of the Central Committee 
already in 1922. He honestly continued Lenin's work. 


At first two types of bureaucracy developed. The first type was the old managerial 
bureaucracy of the former state apparatus, the industrial bureaucracy of the former 
capitalist enterprises and the bureaucratic intelligentsia of educational institutions - 
in short: bourgeois intellectuals and specialists. They were connected to the 
capitalist system, being the leading petty-bourgeois stratum. 


After the October Revolution, they more or less adapted to the new situation, to 
Soviet power. In order to use their special knowledge to build socialism, to attract 
them to honest cooperation, they were (as we have seen above) encouraged with 
high wages. Lenin was aware of the tendency of this petty-bourgeois stratum to 
vacillate, and of the danger of the restoration of capitalism with the help of some 
such elements; we know that he countered this danger by controlling the masses 
from below. 


The active forces of the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries, ideologically and 
politically connected with capitalism, should also be classified as belonging to this 
petty-bourgeois stratum. A considerable part of these unprincipled elements crept 
into the Bolshevik Party to corrupt it. Although they were expelled from the 
Bolshevik Party in the great purge of 1921, they still had strong ties with capitalist 
elements inside and outside the country, especially with the petty-bourgeois 
intelligentsia. Thanks to their illegal organization, these Mensheviks and Socialist- 
Revolutionaries often served as intermediaries for the corrupting capitalist 
elements. 


Alongside this, another bureaucracy, the bureaucrats with party cards in their 
pockets, emerged within the state, economic and even party apparatus. We saw 
above how indignant Lenin was when he discovered the bureaucracy within the 
trade unions (purely workers' organizations). Power has hit some communists in 
the party and state apparatus; they have degenerated into bureaucrats. 


Bureaucratism is a petty-bourgeois phenomenon. The bureaucrat aspires to a petty- 
bourgeois way of life. He feels good in a petty-bourgeois environment. After a life of 
deprivation, quite a few Party functionaries, having attained high office and power, 
led petty-bourgeois lives at home in their families. Thus, a new bureaucracy 
gradually developed alongside the old, forced inherited bureaucracy. 


Stalin pointed out at the 15th Congress (December 1927), "that we will cease to be 
proletarian revolutionaries, and we will surely perish if we do not eradicate from 
our midst this philistinism, this nepotism in solving the most important questions of 
our construction" (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 10, p. 330). 
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At the beginning of 1928 in the Shakhta district of the Donetsk Basin, the most 
important Soviet industrial area, a large organization of pests consisting of 
bourgeois specialists was uncovered. For five years these saboteurs, in close 
connection with the former owners and foreign capitalists, hindered industrial 
construction by committing acts of sabotage. They were brought to justice in the 
Shakhtinsky process. 


Stalin said at the April plenary session of the Central Committee: 

"There was at one time a military-political intervention, which we succeeded in 
eliminating by way of a victorious civil war. Now we have an attempt of economic 
intervention, for the liquidation of which we do not need a civil war, but which we 
must still liquidate and which we will liquidate by all available means" (I.V. Stalin. 
Op., vol. 11, p. 54). 


The Shakhta process showed, on the one hand, a great weakness in the development 
of control from below and, on the other hand, an aggravation of the class struggle. 
And this revealed not only in industry. In the countryside, the Party launched an 
offensive against the kulaks, linking them with the organization of the collective 
economy. In "Reply to Comrades to Collective Farmers," Stalin explained the 
principles of collectivization: 


"Leninism teaches that the peasants must be transferred to the rails of collective 
farming on a voluntary basis, by convincing them of the advantages of public, 
collective farming over individual farming. Leninism teaches that peasants can be 
convinced of the advantages of collective farming only if they are shown and proven 
by experience that the collective farm is better than a one-man farm, that it is more 
profitable than a one-man farm, that the collective farm gives the peasant, poor and 
middle-aged, a way out of poverty and misery. Leninism teaches that outside these 
conditions, collective farms cannot be strong. 


Leninism teaches that any attempt to impose the collective farm economy by force, 
any attempt to impose collective farms by compulsion can only yield negative 
results, can only alienate the peasants from the collective farm movement" (I.V. 
Stalin. Op., vol. 12, p. 204-205). 


These principles, however, were not always respected in practice. In 1930 
collectivization took such forms that Stalin hastened to publish a sensational article, 
"Vertigo of Success," in which he pointed out attempts to violate the principle of 
voluntariness in collectivization, even "by the threat of military force, by the threat 
to deprive of irrigation water and manufactured goods those peasants who do not 
yet want to go to the collective farms. Who needs these distortions, this 
bureaucratic decreeing of the collective farm movement, these undignified threats 
to the peasants? No one but our enemies!" (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 12, p. 195). 
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From this we can see that the bureaucracy has nestled itself in all areas of public life, 
seeking to undermine the foundations of socialism. Although the Shakhta trial dealt 
the old bureaucracy a heavy blow, it was replaced by other pests. Many members of 
the technical intelligentsia hesitated, encouraged by the Trotskyist-Menshevik 
opposition, which spread rumors such as "the Soviet Union will not stand." Already 
in 1930, a new organization of saboteurs (the "Industrial Party") was uncovered; 
these counterrevolutionary elements belonged to the upper strata of the old 
technical intelligentsia and were connected with foreign capital and the French 
General Staff. The process that took place at the end of 1930 broke the back of the 
organized resistance of the old bureaucracy. But instead, a new bureaucracy 
increasingly came to the fore. Stalin's speech at the Eighth Congress of the 
Komsomol in May 1928 was a wake-up call. Among other things, he said: 

"The second question concerns the task of combating bureaucracy, the task of 
organizing mass criticism of our shortcomings, the task of organizing mass control 
from below. 


One of the cruelest enemies of our advancement is bureaucratism. It lives in all our 
organizations: Party organizations, Komsomol organizations, professional 
organizations, and economic organizations. When they speak of bureaucrats, they 
usually point the finger at the old non-party officials, who are usually depicted in 
our caricatures as men with glasses. This is not quite right, comrades. If it were only 
about the old bureaucrats, fighting bureaucratism would be the easiest thing to do. 
The trouble is, it's not about the old bureaucrats. It is, comrades, about the new 
bureaucrats, it is about the bureaucrats sympathetic to Soviet power, finally, it is 
about the bureaucrats from the Communists. The Communist bureaucrat is the most 
dangerous type of bureaucrat. Why? Because he masks his bureaucratism with the 
title of Party member. And such Communist bureaucrats we have, unfortunately, 
quite a few of them." (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 11, p. 70-71). 


The development of the new bureaucracy was intensified by intraparty disputes. In 
1921 Lenin, to overcome economic difficulties, introduced the New Economic Policy, 
which provoked resistance from opposition elements in the VKP(b), led by Trotsky 
and Zinoviev. After Lenin's death the opportunists intensified their struggle against 
the correct party line. The opposition opposed both rapid industrialization and 
systematic collectivization of agriculture. It did not understand the line of the 
Central Committee: reliance on the poor, alliance with the middle classes, and 
struggle against the kulaks. The subversive actions of the Trotskyists and other 
opponents caused the party great difficulties. Especially after 1928, when the Party 
was preparing an offensive against the kulaks and the Bukharin-Rykov group joined 
the opposition. The expansion and aggravation of the opposition struggle forced the 
Central Committee to further strengthen the party apparatus, which, in turn, 
provoked determined resistance, mainly from the Trotskyists. 


"Above all the Trotskyists came down on the party apparatus. They understood that 
the Party could not live and work without a strong Party apparatus. The opposition 
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tried to shake up, to destroy this apparatus, to oppose the party members to the 
party apparatus, and the youth to the old cadres of the party" (History of the All- 
Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks). A Short Course. - Moscow, "Writer", 1997, - p. 
254). 


But along with the necessary strengthening of the Party apparatus, bureaucratism 
also grew. It penetrated into all organs of socialist society, the state, party and 
economic apparatuses, trade unions, youth organizations, as well as the military 
apparatus. In a report to the 16th Congress, Stalin showed the danger of 
bureaucratism and outlined measures to combat it: 


"The danger of bureaucratism consists, first of all, in the fact that it keeps under 
wraps the enormous reserves hidden in the bowels of our system, not allowing them 
to be used, it tries to nullify the creative initiative of the masses by clerking it, and 
leads to the fact that every new initiative of the party turns into petty and worthless 
hoarding. 


The danger of bureaucratism lies, secondly, in the fact that it does not tolerate 
verification of execution and tries to turn the basic instructions of governing 
organizations into an empty piece of paper, divorced from real life. The danger is not 
only and not so much from the old bureaucrats stuck in our institutions, but also - 
and especially - from the new bureaucrats, the Soviet bureaucrats, among whom 
“communist” bureaucrats play a far-reaching role. I mean those "communists" who, 
with clerical orders and "decrees" in whose power they believe as in a fetish, are 
trying to replace the creative initiative and self-activity of the millions of masses of 
the working class and peasantry. 


The task is to smash the bureaucracy in our institutions and organizations, to 
eliminate the bureaucratic "mores" and "customs" and to clear the way for the use of 
the reserves of our system, for the deployment of the creative initiative and self- 
activity of the masses. This is not an easy task. It will not be solved "in no time at 
all". But it must be solved by all means if we really want to transform our country on 
the basis of socialism. 


In the struggle against bureaucracy the work of the Party follows four lines: the 
expansion of self-criticism, the organization of the check-up, the purging of the 
administration and, finally, the promotion of loyal workers from among the working 
class from below" (Stalin, Op., vol. 12, pp. 327-328). 


In 1937-38, bureaucratism assumed threatening proportions. This process must be 
seen in connection with the aggravation of the international situation. The Japanese 
occupied Northeast China, the Italians conquered Abyssinia, the German and Italian 
fascists intervened in the Spanish Civil War - the threat of war to the Soviet Union 
escalated. In this situation, the Bukharin opposition and some oburocrat military 
leaders united to overthrow Stalin's government by force - for which a case was 
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brought against them. Later, the revisionists ranted a lot about "persecution" to 
cover up their monstrous betrayal. We must, however, put the question from a class 
point of view: which class or stratum was persecuted? Not the working class, not the 
peasantry. The most dangerous of the bureaucratic elements in the party and state 
apparatus, together with the remnants of the exploiting classes and the bourgeois 
intelligentsia, were persecuted. 


We have already shown above that the new bureaucracy idealized the petty- 
bourgeois way of life of the old bureaucracy, which could afford such a life thanks to 
high pay and special privileges (mansions, cars, privileges in acquiring goods, etc.). 
This idealization of the petty-bourgeois way of life was also reflected in some 
literature and cinema. Where had the old revolutionary literature gone? 
Increasingly it was supplanted by petty-bourgeois literature, for the writers had no 
contact with the workers and peasants. Even a writer as dubious as Sholokhov, who 
paid more attention to the White Guard than to the Red Guard in his major work The 
Quiet Don, said at the 20th Congress about his petty-bourgeois comrades-in-arms: 
"Who among the writers has entered as a friend and a close person into any working 
family or the family of an engineer, a production innovator, a factory party worker? 


Counted few.... 

It is true that writers come to big enterprises as guests, or rather, as tour-goers, and 
to our common shame they sometimes do not hesitate to receive for their 
performances an appropriate remuneration from the workmen's fund... 

Why do 1,200 writers live in Moscow? Why can't even a tractor pull them out of 
their comfort zone? It's difficult for me to answer this question. 


Are you waiting for new books, comrades? And I want to ask you: from whom? From 
those who know neither the collective farmers nor the worker? From those who sit 
back and lie down?" (XX Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
February 14-25, 1956. Verbatim Report, vol. 1. - Moscow, Goslikozdat, 1956. - pp. 
582, 583). 


Who better than Sholokhov to know his colleagues. Could such petty-bourgeois 
writers create truly proletarian literature? No! Furthermore, the petty-bourgeois 
behavior of the old bureaucrats was also evident in the new ones. The new 
bureaucracy became duplicitous: officially it showed zeal, agreed with the Party line 
and praised Stalin immensely. In their families, in their petty-bourgeois 
environment, they hated Stalin with all their souls and cursed the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. 


In his novel The Seekers, the Soviet writer D. Granin vividly depicted the behavior 
and lifestyle of the new bureaucracy: "Everything was going as well as it could. 
Administrative work came to Victor's liking. He liked managing people, demanding, 
pushing, leading; that ambitious streak that had always been in his character, now 
that he had tasted power, made him work hard to become a department head". 
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"If I chose an administrative career," he said, "I have to grow as fast as possible, so I 
don't get too old. Victor got his way - he became head of the department. He was 
praised as a capable manager. He was cited as an example at meetings, mentioned in 
the orders of the ministry. His articles were published in the newspapers. He began 
to receive a personal salary. They hired a housekeeper. 


Victor's new buddies began to visit their house. With naive vanity Lisa listened as 
they extolled her husband's organizational talents. They blew the sail of his 
ambition, and it seemed to her that it was a tailwind for her family ship. She 
wholeheartedly agreed with Victor: his vocation was administrative work. He had 
engineering experience, knowledge, too; the rest, he believed, depended on the art 
of leadership. Vague rumors that Victor does not tolerate capable people in his 
department, surrounds himself with sycophants, testified only to the black envy of 
the bypassed. 


He himself complained to her about the intrigues of his detractors, initiating her into 
the intricacies of the relationship with his superiors, and she no longer felt a 
stranger and unnecessary in his world. He would break out at home, dreaming of a 
refuge from the endless meetings and writing. Material prosperity appeared, and at 
once the occasions for many petty quarrels disappeared. 


Victor made many connections. "We live in the age of electricity," he jokingly 
explained. It was enough to call him, and Lisa could get a deficit gabardine or fruit 
without a queue. At the theaters, they sat in the director's box. 


On Sundays, they went to commission stores. For Lisa, they would retrieve 
inexpensive crystal from under the counter. She was pleased not only with her 
purchases, but also with the fact that Victor enjoyed fulfilling her wishes. 


On the day of his birthday, they went to a restaurant with a large group. Victor 
raised a glass of fizzy champagne, and he clinked it with Lisa, looking her in the eyes, 
and suddenly laughed: 


- | hadn't noticed. It turns out you have red pupils. 

She covered her cheeks with her hands: 

- Where's my mole? 

He raised his black eyebrows amusedly, trying to remember. 

Between the tables, to the lingering melody of the orchestra, couples shuffled gently. 
Lisa was quickly getting tipsy and smiling gratuitously. She felt good, because she 
was wearing a beautiful, fancy dress and a black fur coat, and because it was all 
Victor's pleasure, and everyone loved Victor and her. 

- In three years, Victor Grigorievich, you'll be the head of the main office, - reasoned 
the tipsy deputy manager Ivin. - My eye is a diamond. How do people get there? By 
loyal friends. They bridge for him, he drags them. 
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Victor turned away from him and thought, resting his head on his hands. 
- They are bridging... dragging..." he muttered quietly" (D.A. Granin. The Seekers. - L., 
Lenizdat, 1979. - pp. 51-52). 


All the features of the new bureaucracy with a party card in his pocket are described 
here quite accurately: 

1. Ambition and desire for power are combined with careerism; 

2. Promotion entails material prosperity and a petty-bourgeois way of life; 

3. Protecting a better position from able subordinates and securing it through 
flattering surroundings; 

4. High position and great influence are used to satisfy selfish needs 
(encouragement of corruption); 

5. Bureaucrats divide the most important positions among themselves according to 
the "hand washing" principle. 


Here lie the roots of the subsequent usurpation of power by the new bureaucracy. 
The rapid growth of the new bureaucracy in the party, state and economic 
apparatus, in the trade unions and youth organizations became the main obstacle to 
the united action of the revolutionary center and the revolutionary masses of 
workers and peasants. Although Stalin fought ruthlessly against bureaucracy "from 
above," he used the same apparatus against whose perversions he fought. 
Bureaucracy crept even into the state security apparatus. 


Today, in historical perspective, it is clear that this course of action was Stalin's 
mistake. In May 1928, Stalin came close to a proper solution to the problem, 
declaring in a speech at the Eighth Congress of the Komsomol: 


"How can we put an end to bureaucracy in all these organizations? 

There is only one way to do this - to organize control from below, to organize 
criticism by the millions of working class masses against the bureaucracy of our 
institutions, against their shortcomings, against their mistakes. 

I know that in raising the fury of the working masses against the bureaucratic 
perversions of our organizations, we sometimes have to hurt some of our comrades 
who had merit in the past, but now suffer from the bureaucratic disease. But can this 
really stop our work of organizing control from below? | think it cannot and should 
not" (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 11, p. 73). 


We know today that the solution to the problem is a proletarian cultural revolution, 
such as was carried out in China. Stalin at one time could not solve the problem in 
this way. His mistake was thus historically conditioned. Only the negative example 
of the complete degeneration of the governing bureaucracy under Khrushchev, the 
revision of Marxism-Leninism, the abolition of the dictatorship of the proletariat and 
the restoration of capitalism demonstrated the inevitable need for a proletarian 
cultural revolution to stop such developments in time. The development of this 
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revolutionary concept and its application in practice remain Mao Zedong's 
unparalleled and outstanding achievement. 


It is clear that during the Great Patriotic War, the Party and the state had to unite all 
forces to defeat the fascist invaders. This was impossible without compromises with 
certain population groups, such as believers. Thus, an agreement was made with the 
Russian Orthodox Church. Generals and others imprisoned in labor camps at the 
time were rehabilitated and restored to their old ranks at the front. The people were 
ready to sacrifice everything for victory, they were vigilant against traitors and 
saboteurs. The bureaucracy was also thrown out of gear. The relocation of vital and 
defense enterprises (from the main industrial region west of the Volga to the Urals) 
deprived the bureaucracy of its established ties. The new environment, the 
rebuilding, the evacuated factories full of new people who, on their heroic initiative, 
restarted production in a very short time - all this was not conducive to a flourishing 
bureaucracy. 


After World War IJ, when the economy in the war-torn regions was rebuilt and 
working as usual, the danger of bureaucratization arose again. Malenkov, then 
secretary of the Central Committee of the VKP(b), described in a report of the 
Central Committee to the 19th Congress (October 1952) the importance and 
necessity of the struggle against the newly spreading bureaucracy: 

"The fact is that the wartime situation conditioned certain peculiarities in the 
methods of party leadership and also gave rise to major shortcomings in the work of 
party organs and party organizations. 


This manifested itself first of all in the fact that the party organs relaxed their 
attention to the organizational and ideological work of the party and, as a result, in 
many of the party organizations this work was neglected. A certain danger was 
being created that the Party organs might become separated from the masses and 
be transformed from bodies of political leadership, from martial and amateur 
organizations into a kind of administrative institution, unable to oppose all local, 
narrow departmental and other anti-state aspirations, unable to notice the direct 
perversions of Party policy in economic construction and the violation of state 
interests. 


In order to avert this danger and successfully solve the problem of strengthening 
local Party organs and strengthening the work of Party organizations, it was 
necessary to eliminate the neglect of Party organizational and ideological work and 
to put an end to such phenomena as the transfer of administrative methods of 
leadership into Party organizations, leading to bureaucratization of Party work and 
weakening the activity and self-management of the Party masses" (G. Malenkov. 
Report to the XIX Party Congress on the work of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU(b) on October 5, 1952 - M., Gosolitizdat, 1952. - pp. 134-135). 
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Were the necessary conclusions drawn and were Party members mobilized for a 
broad struggle against the process of bureaucratization? Such a broad struggle was 
undoubtedly necessary in view of the methods used by the bureaucracy. Malenkov 
vividly described these methods in his report: 


"In Party organizations there is still an underestimation of the role of criticism and 
self-criticism in the life of the Party and State, persecution for criticism is allowed. It 
is not uncommon to meet workers who endlessly shout their loyalty to the Party, 
but in fact do not tolerate criticism from below, silence it, and take revenge on those 
who criticize. There are many instances when a bureaucratic attitude to criticism 
and self-criticism has done great harm to the Party's cause, has killed the self- 
activity of the Party organization, undermined the authority of the leadership in the 
Party masses, and established in the lives of individual Party organizations the anti- 
party morals of bureaucrats, the arch-enemies of the Party. 


The Party cannot ignore the fact that where criticism and self-criticism are in the 
fold, where control of the masses over the activities of organizations and institutions 
is weakened, such ugly phenomena as bureaucracy, decay and even decay of 
individual parts of our apparatus inevitably arise. Of course, such phenomena are 
not widespread in our country" (ibid., pp. 136-137; emphasis added). 


The last phrase shows that Malenkov underestimated the danger of bureaucratism, 
correctly described above. Instead of raising the alarm, mobilizing Party and trade 
union members, and waging a vigorous struggle against the bureaucracy, there was 
a fatal neglect of this necessary struggle. Malenkov spoke not only of the danger of 
bureaucracy, but also of the need for an irreconcilable struggle against it. Here are 
some excerpts from his speech: 


"There have appeared quite a few workers who forget that the enterprises 
entrusted to their care and management are state-owned, and try to turn them into 
their own fiefdom. Such 'leaders' think that they are allowed everything, that they 
can disregard the state and party orders, violate Soviet laws, run amok and create 
arbitrariness. 


Any deception of the Party and the State, in whatever form it is expressed, any 
attempt to deceive, by concealing or by distorting the truth, cannot be regarded 
other than as the gravest crime before the Party. There can be no discount for 
leaders who are guilty of a dishonest attitude to the implementation of Party and 
government decisions, who allow lawlessness and arbitrariness, on their position. 
It is necessary to wage an irreconcilable struggle against nepotism and mutual 
responsibility, to put an end to the bureaucratic attitude to the study and selection 
of personnel. We must always remember that any weakening of the influence of 
socialist ideology means a strengthening of the influence of bourgeois ideology. 
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In our Soviet society there is not and cannot be a class base for the domination of 
bourgeois ideology. We have the domination of socialist ideology, the inviolable 
basis of which is Marxism-Leninism. But we still have remnants of bourgeois 
ideology, vestiges of private-proprietary psychology and morality. These vestiges do 
not die out on their own; they are very tenacious, they may grow, and a resolute 
struggle must be waged against them" (ibid., pp. 142, 143, 148, 150). 


It is unfathomable that despite a correct assessment of the danger of bureaucratic 
degeneration and the undermining of socialist ideology, a dangerous 
underestimation of the real state of affairs has again and again appeared. This is all 
the more striking because Malenkov himself stated: 


"In many fields of science, mores and traditions alien to Soviet people were 
uncovered, facts of caste isolationism and intolerant attitude toward criticism were 
revealed, various manifestations of bourgeois ideology and all kinds of vulgarizing 
perversions were exposed and smashed" (Ibid., p. 152). 


This inconsistency led to fatal consequences a year later, after Stalin's death. The 
honest communist Malenkov, along with Molotov and other comrades loyal to 
socialism, were overthrown and dismissed by Khrushchev. 


The transformation of the bureaucracy from servants to masters of the state 
Stalin's struggle against bureaucratic perversions was like Hercules fighting the 
Hydra, the nine-headed monster of Greek mythology. Each severed head was 
replaced by two new ones. Most bureaucrats concealed their real ideas and 
intentions. Others were particularly zealous in purging the party and state 
apparatus; one such was Khrushchev, who carried out a "purge" of the party in 
Ukraine and allowed himself to be glorified in the newspaper Visti VTs VK as a "true 
disciple of Stalin" (May 23, 1938. ; quoted in L. Pilstrak, Chruschtschow unter Stalin 
(Khrushchev under Stalin), Stuttgart, DVA, 1962, p. 177), "friend and comrade in 
arms of Stalin" (18 November 1940; cited ibid.). 


Stalin's death created an opportunity for the bureaucracy to develop relatively 
freely. The bureaucracy took every opportunity to evade the control from below 
exercised by the broad masses. At the same time, it sought to get rid of the control 
from above exercised by that part of the party and state apparatus which in 
principle defended the dictatorship of the proletariat. In order to succeed in the 
selfish ambition of most of the bureaucracy to gradually eliminate the power of the 
workers and peasants, these elements did not shy away from demagogy and 
slander, from intrigue and meanness. 


However, the liberated bureaucracy could not openly lay claim to power. The socio- 
economic roots of the bureaucracy were the petty bourgeoisie. The satisfaction of 
the bureaucracy's thirst for power means the victory of the petty-bourgeois 
counter-revolution, concerning which Lenin said at the 10th Congress: 
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"We are experiencing a time when we are facing a serious threat: the petty- 
bourgeois counter-revolution, as I have already said, is more dangerous than 
Denikin" (V.I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 43, p. 36). 


Since by its very nature bureaucracy is concentrated in the center, the petty- 
bourgeois counterrevolution was first of all committed there. A part of the party and 
government leadership loyal to socialism and the dictatorship of the proletariat 
(Malenkov, Molotov and others) still continued to openly resist the petty-bourgeois 
counter-revolution. Khrushchev took advantage of the difficulties in agriculture at 
the time to subject these comrades to demagogic attacks. His aim was to remove 
them from the top leadership and denigrate them as "enemies of the party," in 
which he succeeded by 1957. 


But this was not yet enough to destroy the foundations of socialism and usurp 
power. This could only be done by special measures, different for each stage of the 
petty-bourgeois counterrevolution. These are these stages: 


1 The great prestige enjoyed by Stalin in the Soviet people and in the international 
communist movement, especially because of his grand victory in the Great Patriotic 
War, had to be destroyed, and the liberation of the bureaucracy from Stalinist 
control had to be portrayed as the liberation of the entire population from the 
"dictator" Stalin. This was done by two means: 

a. by discrediting Stalin during the "struggle against the cult of personality" and 

b. by slandering Stalin, by portraying his struggle against anti-worker bureaucracy 
and the enemies of the Party as the persecution of innocent victims - a crime; 

2. Marxism-Leninism, the theoretical basis of the Socialist Soviet Union and the 
world workers' movement, had to be revised and replaced by revisionist theory: 

a. to destroy the foundations of socialism in the Soviet Union; 

b. to split the world communist movement and subordinate the revisionist part to 
the leadership of the Soviet revisionists; 

3. it was necessary to destroy the economic foundations of socialism in the Soviet 
Union and to begin the restoration of capitalism by the introduction of capitalist 
laws. This was only possible through: 

a. the abolition of the dictatorship of the proletariat and 

b. the appropriation of the means of production by the bureaucracy as a whole and 
their joint exploitation. 


In the course of this process the bureaucracy was transformed from a petty- 
bourgeois stratum into a new bourgeois class whose economic basis was the 
restored capitalist mode of production. This does not mean the simple restoration of 
private capital, but the establishment of bureaucratic monopolistic capitalism. The 
main contradiction in this new capitalist social order is between public production, 
on the one hand, and the aggregate appropriation of the bureaucratic-capitalist 
class, on the other. 
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The individual bureaucrat is not a private capitalist in the old sense, but the 
bureaucracy as a whole is an aggregate capitalist, a new state-monopolistic 
bourgeoisie. As the new bourgeois ruling class it pursues bourgeois class politics, 
protecting the aggregate interests of bureaucratic capitalism. The development was 
gradual, the achievements of socialism continued to coexist with the new capitalist 
phenomena. It was, of course, impossible to abolish them all at once without 
arousing the protest of the working masses. 


In order to successfully transform itself from servants of the state into masters of 
society, the bureaucracy, through blatant demagogy, presented its counter- 
revolutionary steps as necessary measures to strengthen socialism, as the further 
creative development of Marxism-Leninism. It has appropriated the glorious 
traditions of the Bolshevik Party in order to tarnish the cause of Lenin, the cause of 
Stalin and the cause of the Great October Revolution. Just listen to Brezhnev's 
phrasing, who said, in particular, in a report at a "solemn meeting" on the 50th 
anniversary of the Great October Revolution: 


"Our Party has a great, rich, eventful history, and if we have successfully gone a huge 
and difficult way, have withstood all the trials with dignity, it is primarily because 
we have always used our most reliable weapon, Marxist-Leninist doctrine, have 
steadily followed this doctrine, have creatively developed it. 

(Only a rogue, degenerate bureaucrat could have the audacity to state such a thing, 
even though these people have revised Marxism-Leninism in all its basic features - ed.). 
Continuing: 

“And if our Party and the entire huge, united collective of Soviet Communists are 
now successfully coping with all the tasks that confront us, if in any area of work, 
large or small, the Communists are honorably fulfilling their vanguard role, it is 
because our Party has been educated in the spirit of Marxism-Leninism, imbued 
with the ideas of this great doctrine. Leninism has become for our Party the true 
science of victory. And in this way it will remain for us forever. Fifty Years of the 
Great Victories of Socialism. Report and closing speech at the joint plenary session 
of the CPSU Central Committee, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and the Supreme 
Soviet of the RSFSR in the Kremlin Palace of Congresses, November 3-4, 1967. - c. 
119). 


These are the words of one of the leading revisionists who have betrayed Marxism- 
Leninism and elevated the bourgeois over the Soviet people. Here the duality of the 
petty-bourgeois bureaucracy shows itself: on the one hand, it is forced to disguise 
itself with pseudo-revolutionary phraseology and, at the same time, accuse genuine 
Marxist-Leninists of dogmatism; on the other hand, it acts as a new bourgeois class, 
accepting the bourgeois way of life. But the great theory of Marxism-Leninism 
passes a death sentence on them. That is why they were forced to revise it in order 
to carry out their shameful plan. In the following chapters we shall examine in detail 
the monstrous betrayal of the revisionists. 
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2. Khrushchev's revisionist coup d'état and the systematization of revisionist 
ideology 


The 20th Congress and Khrushchev's condemnation of Stalin 


The 20th Congress in February 1956 was the starting point of fundamental changes 
in the socialist structure of the Soviet Union. It began with Khrushchev's coup d'état, 
promoted after Stalin's death. This coup brought the bureaucracy to power. In his 
official report to the 20th Congress, Khrushchev refrained from criticizing Stalin. 
The bureaucracy under Khrushchev dared not yet put condemnation of Stalin on the 
public agenda. How would the Soviet people react to such a thing? So a secret 
session was convened at which Khrushchev declared in his monstrous speech that 
Stalin's great struggle against the enemies of the working class and socialism, 
against the shameful actions of the bureaucracy, was nothing more than 
persecution, arbitrary rule, abuse of power, cruel oppression and the physical 
removal of innocent people. Stalin was branded a criminal. 


The fact that Khrushchev did not dare to present his secret message to the Soviet 
people and members of the communist parties of the world even after the 20th 
Congress is proof of his guilty conscience. Shortly after the 20th Congress, the U.S. 
Secret Service published this speech through the U.S. Embassy in Bonn in 
Ostprobleme magazine. We German communists reached the text of this secret 
report only through IG Metall "Der Gewerkschafter", No. 4, 1956. There is no doubt 
about the authenticity of this publication, because many statements made by 
Khrushchev later agree with its contents. The question naturally arises: who gave 
Khrushchev's "secret report" to the U.S. Secret Service? Only the revisionists 
themselves could have been interested in this. 


The whole anti-Stalinist campaign was conducted under the pretext of "the struggle 
against the cult of personality". Miserable petty bourgeoisie, fixated exclusively on 
their own person, suffered from an inferiority complex next to the titanic 
personality of Stalin. 


Khrushchev himself had no personality; he substituted lack of solid theoretical 
knowledge with peasant cunning (his revisionist friends called him a braggart anda 
fantasist). Ironically, Khrushchev, who launched the "struggle against Stalin's 
personality cult," could not hold out without his own cult; he was overthrown eight 
years later by his closest henchmen, the creators of that cult, who this time used the 
same argument against Khrushchev. Ironically, even the bourgeois countries did not 
believe the arguments of the revisionists. "The Frankfurter Rundschau" wrote on 
October 22, 1964, immediately after the overthrow of Khrushchev, about the 
revisionist leaders: 
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"Since January 21, 1924, the day Lenin died, the Soviet Union has been ruled - 
according to their own official statements - by a criminal maniac (Stalin), a vicious 
schemer (Malenkov), a divisive low man (Bulgarin) and an unrealistic boaster 
(Khrushchev). But the party line remained impeccably clean. The collectives worked 
flawlessly. The irony is that it was the party itself that chose its leaders. 


Do the new Soviet leaders realize that they cannot rewrite Party history like this? If 
they do not want to appear as fools before their sister parties and the international 
public, they will have to recognize some ability and achievement behind their 
deposed leaders. Even the "sharks of imperialism" do not believe that the CPSU and 
the Soviet Union have been ruled only by criminals for the past forty years." 

The revisionists Brezhnev, Kosygin, Suslov, and others blamed Khrushchev for all 
the failures of the past ten years, not because they wanted to eliminate the 
revisionist policy that had developed under Khrushchev, but to continue and 
strengthen it. Khrushchev had fulfilled his task; now his revisionist accomplices no 
longer wanted to compromise themselves with his charlatanism. But they cannot 
absolve themselves of responsibility for the revisionist betrayal committed under 
Khrushchev. 


Let us return to the starting point, to Khrushchev's secret speech. Khrushchev 
unabashedly slandered Stalin. He attacked Marxism-Leninism, slandered the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, declaring in his secret report: "This resulted from the 
abuse of power by Stalin, who began to use mass terror against the cadres of the 


party. " 


Mass repressions were carried out at that time under the banner of the struggle 
against the Trotskyists. Were the Trotskyites really such a danger to our Party and 
Soviet state at this time? ... Many former Trotskyites abandoned their former views 
and worked in various sections of socialist construction" (Nikita Khrushchev. About 
the Personality Cult and its Consequences. Report at the 20th Congress of the CPSU 
on February 25, 1956. - quoted in Izvestia of the CPSU Central Committee No. 3, 
1989, pp. 137 and 138-139 (reprinted in I. V. Stalin. Op., vol. 16, pp. 395 and 397)). 


Later we will see that this pretended naivete of Khrushchev was only hypocrisy. He 
knew very well that after the Trotskyists were allowed into the Bolshevik Party, 
they formed a faction and, together with other factionalists (Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
Bukharin, etc.), fought against the Leninist party line. After its ideological defeat, 
Trotskyism became a counter-revolutionary vanguard of the bourgeoisie. Its danger 
lay in the dexterity with which it disguised its true counter-revolutionary aims. 
During the purge of 1937-38, the machinations of the Trotskyists were exposed. All 
this was well known to Khrushchev. Nevertheless, he claimed in his secret speech: 
"Stalin's report at the February-March plenum of the Central Committee in 1937 'On 
the shortcomings of party work and measures for eliminating Trotskyist and other 
double-crossers' attempted to theoretically justify a policy of mass repression under 
the pretext that as we advance toward socialism the class struggle should allegedly 
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become more and more acute. This terror turned out to be actually directed not 
against the remnants of the defeated exploiting classes, but against the honest 
workers of the Party and the Soviet state. 


Everywhere [Stalin] saw "enemies," "double-crossers," and "spies. 

Having unlimited power, he allowed brutal arbitrariness, suppressed man morally 
and physically. A situation was created in which a man could not express his will" 
(quoted from Izvestia of the CPSU Central Committee 3, 1989, pp. 139 and 144 
(reprinted in Stalin. Op. 16, pp. 397, 398, 406)). 


Khrushchev speaks of "provocateurs ... as well as unscrupulous careerists" who 
covered up the purges with Party interests. Indeed, there were such careerists in the 
state and party bureaucracy. But Khrushchev himself is one of them. Or do these 
denunciations justify his own actions? In 1937, Khrushchev was the first secretary 
of the Moscow Party Committee. In that position he made a resolution which Pravda 
considered so important that it quoted it (May 31, 1937) in the editorial: 


"The Moscow Conference assures the Central Committee of the Party and our leader, 
teacher, and friend Comrade Stalin that there will be no mercy for spies, saboteurs, 
and terrorists who lay their hands on the lives of the workers of the Soviet Union; 
that we will continue to exterminate spies and saboteurs and will give the enemies 
of the USSR no quarter; that for every drop of labor blood spilled, the enemies of the 
USSR will pay with piles of spy and saboteur blood. 


Notice that this was written by Khrushchev, not Stalin. And this is Stalin's "cult of 
personality"? But let's take a closer look at this innocent child, Khrushchev. A year 
later, he was sent to Ukraine. And what was he doing there? The newspaper 
Bilshovik Ukrainy (No. 7, 1938) reports: 


"As soon as the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
sent the fervent Bolshevik-Stalinist Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev to Ukraine to 
head the Central Committee of the Communist Party (Bolsheviks) of Ukraine, 
ruthless liquidation began of all enemies of the people, Trotskyists, Bukharinists, 
Bourgeois nationalists and all other spy filth" (quoted. Pilstrak, Chruschtschow 
unter Stalin, p. 180). 


In a speech at the 14th Ukrainian Party Conference on July 5, 1938, Khrushchev 
called for vigilance: 


"We have got rid of a considerable number of enemies. But we, Party workers in the 
Ukraine and especially in the Kiev region, must not be complacent. We must not rest 
on our laurels, because the enemy does not sleep. Under no circumstances will he 
stop his subversive actions against our state. Comrades, we have eliminated some 
enemies, but not all. We must remain vigilant. We must not be reassured by 
applause, nor by agreement, nor by unanimous decisions. We must always 


24 


25 


remember Comrade Stalin's words: as long as there is a capitalist environment, 
spies and saboteurs will be sent into our country. We must always keep these words 
of Comrade Stalin in mind carefully..." ("Bilshovik Ukrainy" No. 6, 1938; quoted ibid., 
p. 183). 


"Our cause is sacred. Whoever stops halfway, whose hands tremble and whose 
knees weaken, before he has destroyed ten enemies, endangers the revolution. It is 
necessary to fight mercilessly against the enemy. We shall wipe off the face of the 
earth anyone who wants to go against the workers and peasants. For every drop of 
blood of an honest worker we will spill a bucket of the enemy's black blood" 
("Bilshovik Ukrainy" No. 7, 1938; quoted in ibid., pp. 186-187). 


How did such a person have the pathetic courage to slander Stalin without 
admitting his guilt? The revisionists needed the criticism of Stalin's "cult of 
personality" for their own selfish purposes. They needed the criticism as a 
smokescreen to conceal their dastardly plans to usurp power. They needed it to get 
rid of the supporters of Stalin, the defenders of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
They needed it to restore capitalism. This is the essence of their "struggle against 
Stalin's cult of personality. 


The new bureaucracy, as well as the remnants of the exploiting classes and some of 
the bourgeois intelligentsia, hated Stalin as the main obstacle to the implementation 
of their formidable plans. Innocent people, of course, were also persecuted - for 
reasons not the least of which was the vile nature of the petty-bourgeois 
intelligentsia, who harmed each other with mutual accusations, slander and false 
"confessions", and many times accused honest people. General Gorbatov, also 
arrested at the time and later rehabilitated by Stalin, reports in his book The 
Executed Army (later filmed in the Soviet Union) how other prisoners tried to 
persuade him to "confess" anything, but he contemptuously refused. All these 
wretched creatures were, according to Khrushchev, "innocent victims" of Stalin. 

But the revisionists did more than denigrate Stalin's struggle against the enemies of 
the working class. In their opportunism, they rehabilitated all political prisoners, 
without a legal investigation of their past and gave them voting rights. They 
speculated on the resentment of these people and thus hoped to gain their support 
for their revisionist policies. They did not hesitate to grant a general amnesty to all 
political thugs and class enemies. 


Khrushchev's secret speech became a source of mud for the imperialists and all 
reactionaries to fight against communism and caused almost irreparable damage to 
the international communist movement, which is difficult to repair. Not 
surprisingly, the Trotskyists took advantage of this. The Trotskyist "IV 
International" proclaimed in an appeal to the workers and peoples of the world: 
"Today, as the Kremlin leaders themselves admit Stalin's crimes, they implicitly 
admit that the unrelenting struggle waged ... by the world Trotskyist movement 
against the degeneration of the workers' state was fully justified." 
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This speech was also water to the mill of imperialist propaganda, as Khrushchev's 
condemnation of Stalin gratuitously provided "confirmation" of the smear campaign 
waged for decades against the Soviet state and especially Stalin. The revisionists, 
Trotskyists and imperialists in unison were the result of undermining the Soviet 
Union from within. 


We also want to cite here the objective evaluation of Stalin's mistakes and merits by 
the Communist Party of China, given in the Second Article on the Open Letter of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU: "The Communist Party of China has always believed 
and continues to believe that it is necessary to analyze Stalin's merits and errors 
comprehensively, objectively and scientifically, applying the method of historical 
materialism and based on true historical reality, and not to subjectively, grossly and 
sweepingly deny Stalin, resorting to the method of historical idealism, to arbitrary 
distortion and falsification of history. 


The Communist Party of China has always believed and still believes that Stalin did 
have some mistakes. These mistakes have both epistemological and socio-historical 
roots. It is necessary to criticize those mistakes which were really made by Stalin 
and not those so-called mistakes which are attributed to him without any grounds 
whatsoever, but this criticism must be conducted from the right standpoint and with 
the right methods. 


We have always opposed and continue to oppose incorrect criticism of Stalin, which 
is conducted from an erroneous position and by erroneous methods. All merits and 
mistakes of Stalin are an objective historical reality. If we compare the merits and 
mistakes of Stalin, he has more merits than mistakes. The right thing in Stalin's 
activities is his main side, and his mistakes take a secondary place" (Polemics on the 
General Line of the International Communist Movement. - Beijing, Foreign Language 
Publishers, 1965. - pp. 127 u 128). 


All communists should strive for such objectivity. But this did not and does not meet 
the intentions of the revisionists inside and outside the Soviet Union. 


The proclamation of the revisionist theory at the 20th Congress and its 
systematization by the 22nd Congress 


The struggle against the "personality cult of Stalin" was the first step of 
Khrushchev's coup d'état. The second was the proclamation of a revision of 
Marxism-Leninism. This revision was even more damaging than the condemnation 
of Stalin. Was it possible to establish the domination of the new bureaucracy and 
restore capitalism without a revision of Marxism-Leninism? No! It was impossible 
without converting the theoretical foundations of the proletarian revolution to its 
opposite. In order to carry out the revisionist plans within the Soviet Union, the 
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dictatorship of the proletariat, the heart of Marxism, had to be eliminated. Was this 
possible without a revision of Marxism-Leninism? No! In order to carry out a 
revisionist foreign policy, the bureaucratic masters had to rely on part of the 
communist parties outside the Soviet Union. Was this possible if these parties 
remained revolutionary and guided by the theory of Marxism-Leninism? No! That is 
why it was necessary to revise Marxism-Leninism. 


At the 20th Congress, the new bureaucracy announced a revision of Marxism- 
Leninism in some basic issues. Revisionism is a type of bourgeois ideology. Its socio- 
economic root is the petty bourgeoisie. The remnants of the old bourgeois 
intelligentsia and capitalist class, with their old habits, and the newly formed 
bourgeois intelligentsia, the new bureaucracy, which had degenerated, adopted the 
petty-bourgeois way of life and therefore became corrupt, all together undermined 
the foundations of socialism. The inherent tendency of the petty bourgeoisie to 
always reproduce capitalism must have manifested itself in both the old and the 
new bourgeois bureaucracy; especially when it was able to avoid mass control from 
below and exercise state power. From that moment on, the bureaucracy became the 
new bourgeois ruling class. 


By unleashing itself, the bureaucracy restored capitalism in a new form: 
bureaucratic-monopolistic capitalism fused with the state apparatus, which did not 
exclude forms of private capitalism. At first, the restoration of capitalism was 
intangible; it was done gradually, step by step. It required a wide opening of the 
doors of bourgeois ideology. The 20th Congress revised the Marxist-Leninist 
principles of war and peace, peaceful coexistence and the road to socialism to 
ensure international understanding and cooperation. This was an open betrayal of 
Marxism-Leninism. For a better understanding, let us compare the Marxist-Leninist 
and revisionist points of view. Shortly after the outbreak of the fire of World War I, 
Lenin wrote on the question of war and peace: 


"War is not an accident, not a 'sin' as Christian priests (who preach patriotism, 
humanity and peace no worse than opportunists) think, but an inevitable stage of 
capitalism, as legitimate a form of capitalist life as peace" (Lenin. Position and Tasks 
of the Socialist International. - PSS, vol. 26, p. 41). 


War is a law of capitalism in the same way as economic crises or the uneven 
economic and political development of capitalism. War does not contradict the 
foundations of private property, but is its inevitable result. That is why Lenin 
stressed: "Under capitalism no other means of restoring, from time to time, the 
disturbed equilibrium is possible than crises in industry, wars in politics" (Lenin. On 
the slogan of the United States of Europe. - PSS, vol. 26, p. 353). 


War is the continuation of politics by other means. The struggle for peace and for 


the prevention of imperialist war is inseparable from the class struggle, although 
other sections of the population are also involved in the struggle in order to build 
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the broadest possible movement for peace. Even when war breaks out, the class 
struggle must not be abandoned; there must be no "internal peace" in the countries 
at war, because the proletariat must take advantage of the difficulties of the 
bourgeoisie and its governments to prepare their overthrow. The slogan of the First 
World War was therefore "the transformation of the imperialist war into a civil war" 
(Lenin. PSS, vol. 26, p. 325). This means that the struggle for peace is the more 
effective the more persistently the proletariat wages its class struggle against its 
own bourgeoisie. As Lenin teaches: 


"Outside the connection with the revolutionary class struggle of the proletariat, the 
struggle for peace is only a pacifist phrase of sentimental or deceiving bourgeoisie" 
(V.I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 27, p. 33). 


This is the main point of the revisionist position, which contradicts Leninist 
teaching. The revisionists separate the struggle for peace from the proletarian class 
struggle and from the national liberation struggle of the oppressed peoples. They 
adopted the position of bourgeois pacifism, which opposes all war. According to the 
revisionist "theory", "a small spark can set the world afire" (Pravda, November 1, 
1959). Therefore, Khrushchev[?] informs us, "local wars' in our time are a very 
dangerous business" (Polemics on the General Line of the International Communist 
Movement. - Peking, Publishing House of Literature in Foreign Languages, 1965. - c. 


213), 


Since the national liberation wars of colonial peoples, revolutions and civil wars are 
also "local" wars - namely, just wars - the communist parties are invited to abandon 
revolution and armed struggle and step on the "peaceful road to socialism. Since the 
French Communist Party followed the revisionist line, its Algerian members did not 
participate in the Algerian liberation struggle. Khrushchev told a correspondent of 
the French newspaper Le Figaro (The Figaro) on March 19, 1958: "We do not want 
to weaken France, we want to strengthen its greatness." 


To justify their erroneous point of view, the revisionists proclaimed that wars were 
no longer inevitable today and that the capitalist law of imperialist wars was no 
longer valid. At the 20th Congress Khrushchev declared: "As you know, there is the 
Marxist-Leninist position that as long as imperialism exists, wars are inevitable. This 
position was worked out in a period when - 1) imperialism was an all-embracing 
world system and 2) the social and political forces which were not interested in war 
were weak, insufficiently organized and could not, therefore, force the imperialists 
to give up wars. 


For that period the above position was absolutely correct. But now the situation has 
changed radically. The world camp of socialism has arisen and has become a 
powerful force. In this camp the peace-loving forces have not only the moral but also 
the material means to prevent aggression, (a reference to military power - ed.). 
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But there is no fatal inevitability of wars. There are now powerful social and 
political forces which have serious means at their disposal to prevent the 
imperialists from unleashing war and, if they try to start it, to give the aggressors a 
crushing repulse and foil their adventurist plans" (XX Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, February 14-25, 1956. Verbatim Report, Vol. 1. - Moscow, 
Goslikozdat, 1956. - pp. 37-38). 


Khrushchev's loud words did not stop the U.S. imperialists from starting a war in 
Vietnam and spreading it to all of Indochina. They did not stop the Belgian 
monopolistic capitalists from drowning the Congolese national liberation movement 
in blood to save their investments. They did not use their veto when Israeli 
imperialist forces seized significant Arab territories. The law of the inevitability of 
imperialist wars is still in force today and will remain in force until imperialism is 
destroyed. In addition to this, the revisionists have divided the socialist camp and 
thus greatly weakened the anti-imperialist front. 


In addition, they have split the revolutionary workers' movement and abandoned 
the revolutionary struggle to prevent imperialist wars or turn them into civil wars. 
For, ultimately, the elimination of wars is only possible through the overthrow of 
imperialist domination, which, in turn, can only be done in a revolutionary way. This 
does not rule out the possibility that a broad and active peace movement, through 
mass action, can prevent some given war, which the imperialists are about to 
unleash, and thus temporarily preserve the peace. But such a peace movement 
cannot change the social order, it cannot eliminate the inevitability of wars. Only the 
proletariat can do this by overthrowing the imperialist system. This is why Stalin 
was right when he wrote in Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR: 


"It is most likely that the modern movement for peace, as a movement for the 
preservation of peace, if successful, will lead to the prevention of this war, to its 
temporary postponement, to the temporary preservation of this peace, to the 
resignation of the belligerent government and its replacement by another 
government ready to temporarily preserve the peace. This, of course, is a good 
thing. It is even very good. But it is still not enough to destroy the inevitability of 
wars in general between capitalist countries. Not enough, because for all these 
successes of the peace movement, imperialism still persists, remains in force - hence 
the inevitability of wars also remains in force. In order to eliminate the inevitability 
of wars, imperialism must be destroyed" (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 16, p. 179). 


The question of war and peace is connected with the problem of the peaceful 
coexistence of countries with different social systems. At the 20th Congress 
Khrushchev referred to Lenin's principle of peaceful coexistence between the Soviet 
Union and capitalist countries and declared that peaceful coexistence was the 
general line of Soviet foreign policy. But Lenin's conception of peaceful coexistence 
is quite different from the revisionist one. According to Lenin, peaceful coexistence 
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with the capitalists is a respite between wars, to carry out the task of socialist 
construction in a relatively peaceful environment while making full use of the 
contradictions in the imperialist camp. In a speech on November 21, 1920. "Our 
External and Internal Situation and the Tasks of the Party," Lenin stated: 

"This is the difference of imperialist interests that we have taken advantage of all 
the time. If we defeated the intervention, it was only because their own interests 
were splitting them, and ours were rallying and strengthening them. We ensured by 
this a respite and the impossibility of a complete victory of German imperialism at 
the time of the Brest Treaty. 


We have correctly taken into account this tension of imperialist competition and 
told ourselves that we must systematically use the discord between them to make 
the struggle against us more difficult. The political discord is already there between 
England and France. Now we have to speak no longer only of a single respite, but of 
serious chances for a new construction for a longer time" (Lenin. PSS, vol. 42, p. 23). 
Lenin regarded the establishment of trade relations with capitalist countries and the 
granting of economic concessions to capitalists as the most important methods of 
pursuing this policy. In granting concessions, the interests of the various capitalists 
were used against each other. Politics was a commanding force. The economic 
interests of the Soviet Union were dictated by the need to build socialism quickly. By 
supplying urgently needed means of production, the capitalists benefited the Soviet 
state. Lenin explicitly acknowledged: 


"It is necessary to bribe capitalism with a superfluous profit. It will get extra profits - 
god be with it, with this extra profit - we will get that basic thing with which we will 
strengthen ourselves, we will finally be on our feet and economically defeat it" 
(Lenin. Report on Concessions - PSS, vol. 42, p. 110). 


Lenin had no illusions that peaceful coexistence was anything more than a respite or 
even a long peace between capitalism and socialism. On the contrary, a new stage of 
war had begun, an economic war, which, however, was beneficial for the 
construction of socialism. Lenin constantly warned against trusting the capitalists 
when agreements were made with them, because: 


"It would be a great mistake to think that the peace treaty of concessions is a peace 
treaty with the capitalists. It is a treaty relative to the war, but a treaty less 
dangerous for us, less difficult also for the workers and peasants, less difficult than 
the moment when the best tanks and cannons were thrown against us, and 
therefore we must apply all means, come to the price of economic concessions to 
develop our economic forces, to facilitate the cause of our economic reconstruction" 
(Ibid., p. 115). 


In another speech, Lenin pointed out that trade treaties and concessions somewhat 
bind the capitalists and prevent them from waging war against the Soviet Union for 
a period. "This is a reprieve in the war. The capitalists will look for reasons to go to 
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war. If they accept the offer and go to concessions, it will be more difficult for them," 
Lenin said at a meeting of the activists of the Moscow organization of the RCP(b) on 
December 6, 1920. (Ibid., p. 76). That is why Lenin never limited the Soviet Union's 
foreign policy to a policy of peaceful coexistence with the capitalists. On the 
contrary, he contrasted the militant aspirations of the imperialists with proletarian 
internationalism; he assured all the exploited and all the oppressed peoples of the 
sincere intention of the Soviet Union to support the class struggle of the workers 
throughout the world for the defeat of the capitalists and the national liberation 
struggle of the oppressed peoples. Therefore, the general line of Soviet foreign 
policy was oriented toward proletarian internationalism and not toward peaceful 
coexistence with the capitalists. 


Revisionists, on the contrary, suggest that the nature of imperialism and the class 
struggle had changed. Thus, at the 20th Congress, Khrushchev proclaimed 
friendship and cooperation with capitalist countries, especially the United States. 
Verbatim, his report said: 


"We want to be friends and cooperate with the United States in the field of the 
struggle for the peace and security of the peoples (the United States gave 
Khrushchev an imperialist response by invading Vietnam, and with this sworn 
enemy of the peoples Khrushchev wants to be friends and cooperate - ed.) as well as 
in the economic and cultural fields. We are going at it with good intentions, not 
holding a stone behind our backs. 


The interests of ensuring lasting peace and security in Europe are enduring for our 
countries. They create a reliable basis for mutual understanding and cooperation, 
for the development of trade and comprehensive ties between the USSR, Britain and 
France" (XX Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, February 14-25, 
1956. Verbatim Report, Vol. 1. - Moscow, Gosolitizdat, 1956. - pp. 32 and 33; 
emphasis ours - ed.). 


Lest anyone suggest that peaceful coexistence was only a tactical move for the sake 
of taking advantage of contradictions in the imperialist camp, Khrushchev stressed: 
"It is said that the Soviet Union puts forward the principle of peaceful coexistence 
only for tactical, opportunistic reasons. But we know that we have spoken out for 
peaceful coexistence with the same insistence since the first years of Soviet power 
(although under Lenin it had a different political content - ed.). Therefore, it is nota 
tactical move, but the basic principle of Soviet foreign policy (the basic principle of 
socialist foreign policy should be proletarian internationalism - ed.). 


We believe that countries with different social systems cannot simply coexist with 
each other. It is necessary to go further, to improve relations, to strengthen 
confidence (in capitalism? - ed.) between them, to cooperate (cooperation with 
capitalism destroys proletarian internationalism, which does not exclude temporary 
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agreements between socialist and capitalist countries - ed.)" (ibid., pp. 34-35 and 
36). 


"Trust" and "cooperation" mean that the hands of imperialism are unleashed to 
continue the oppression and exploitation of former colonial peoples. "Trust" and 
"cooperation" mean the abandonment of the class struggle of the working class to 
overthrow the ruling class or, at best, limiting it to the struggle for reforms within 
the capitalist system. "Trust" and "cooperation," moreover, mean preaching a 
peaceful path to socialism and renouncing the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is 
the essence of the revisionist peaceful coexistence with the capitalists. 


Let us now turn to the next point in the revision of Marxism-Leninism at the 20th 
Congress of the CPSU. Khrushchev and especially Suslov[*] have unearthed and 
modernized the anti-Marxist theory of the old revisionists of the Second 
International, the theory of the peaceful outgrowth of capitalism into socialism. 
Suslov, considered the leading revisionist theorist of the CPSU, stated: 

"At the same time, in certain capitalist countries where the reactionary forces and 
the military-police machine are less strong (what are these countries? - Ed.), the 
possibility of a peaceful course of the revolution in the transition to socialism is not 
excluded there. In particular, the possibility of the working class coming to power 
peacefully through winning a majority in parliament and turning parliament into a 
people's parliament is not excluded. Such a parliament backed by the mass 
revolutionary movement of the proletariat, the working peasants and all the 
progressive strata of the population will be able to break the resistance of the 
reactionary forces (must it be by parliamentary resolutions? - Ed.) and carry out the 
socialist transformation of society" (XX Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union 14-25 February 1956. Verbatim Report, Vol. 1. - Moscow, Gosolitizdat, 
1956. - c. 274). 


We have already refuted this false theory in Revolutionarer Weg No. 2, "Der Weg 
zum Sozialismus" ("The Way to Socialism") and cited the opinions of Marx, Engels 
and Lenin on this fundamental question. Marx pointed out that the specific situation 
of the seventies of the nineteenth century provided an opportunity for a peaceful 
path to socialism. But conditions later changed when capitalism transformed into 
monopolistic capitalism and imperialism, when the instruments of power of the 
ruling class strengthened so much that a peaceful transition became unfeasible. In 
1917. Lenin established the basic conditions for a peaceful transition: first, the 
working class is armed; second, the bourgeoisie is disarmed. If these two conditions 
are not met, there can be no peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism. This, 
however, is of no interest to the revisionists. In their "Theses", the leaders of the 
GKP (German Communist Party - ed.) proclaim a special road to socialism, through a 
certain intermediate stage, the so-called anti-monopolistic democracy. Thesis 10 
reads: 
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"Based on the present conditions of the class struggle, the SCP assumes that the road 
to socialism in our country will be through the struggle of the working class and 
other democratic forces to squeeze out and ultimately overcome the power of 
monopolistic capital and to win and develop anti-monopolistic democracy. The SCP 
is striving for this transformation on the basis of the democratic principles and 
rights declared in the German Constitution." 


Monopolistic capital has merged with the state apparatus. It disposes of all state 
power (police, military, border guards, courts, administrative apparatus, secret 
services, prisons, etc.). To assume that the monopolistic capitalists will politely step 
aside and leave their apparatus of power idle when the working class begins to 
"squeeze out" and eventually "overcome" the monopolistic power is not only 
immensely stupid, it is a direct betrayal of the working class. The monopolistic 
capitalists and their state ruthlessly use their gigantic power against the proletariat. 
History confirms this. Everyone knows as the "bloody dog" Noske, the struggles in 
the Ruhr and central Germany, the "Bloody May Day" of 1929, the Nazi 
concentration camps, Adenauer's terror against communists and patriots - all this is 
proof enough that there will be no easy walk from bourgeois dictatorship to 
socialism. In the success of such a revisionist political line, contrary to Marxism- 
Leninism, not even the members of the SCP themselves believe in it. This 
"transformation" is supposed to take place on the basis of the constitution of the 
same monopolistic capital. Only unrealistic dreamers can believe this. 


Stalin said: 

"To think that such a revolution can be carried out peacefully, within the framework 
of bourgeois democracy adapted to the domination of the bourgeoisie, is either to go 
mad and to confuse normal human concepts, or to renounce rudely and openly the 
proletarian revolution" (Stalin. Toward Questions of Leninism. - Op., vol. 8, p. 24). 


If the working class has become strong enough through revolutionary mass action 
to "squeeze out" the power of monopolistic capital, it will also be strong enough to 
smash that power. The leaders of the SCP, on the contrary, speak of a "democratic 
revival of state and society," of an "anti-monopolistic democracy. What kind of 
democracy is this, what kind of state is this really? They mean only bourgeois 
democracy, a form of capitalist domination. They do not refer to the capitalist social 
order. This means that the leaders of the SCP do not actually want socialism, but 
only a transformation within the framework of the capitalist social order. They 
consistently proclaim in Thesis 11: "the struggle for reform can gradually change the 
balance of power in favor of democratic forces. 


The political basis of the GKP is revisionism, a revision of Marxism-Leninism in 
modern garb. The leaders of the GKP today play the role of the SPD (Social 
Democratic Party of Germany - ed.) of the twenties. How was this possible? The 20th 
CPSU Congress was the starting point of the modern revisionism adopted by the 
leadership of most communist parties. It was unbelievable demagogy when Suslov, 
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one of the main preachers of modern revisionism, announced in a speech at the 
Party Congress that CPSU revisionism was "the further development and 
enrichment of Marxism-Leninism on the basis of its immutable principles, in an 
irreconcilable struggle with all attempts to revise these principles" (M.A. Suslov's 
speech at the 20th Congress of the CPSU; 20th Congress of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union. Verbatim Report. - Moscow, Gosolitizdat, 1956. - vol. 1, p. 285). 
This can only be called deception and blatant hypocrisy. 


An article in the official German-language magazine Sowjetunion heute of March 16, 
1965, entitled "Marxism Denies Violence," demonstrates the impudence with which 
the revisionists pervert the views of Lenin and Marx: "Already Marx and Lenin after 
him foresaw the possibility of a peaceful seizure of power by the workers. They 
predicted that a situation might arise in which the private owners of the means of 
production would benefit more by agreeing to the acquisition of this property by a 
socialist state; while, on the other hand, it would be more profitable for the 
supporters of socialism to pay them reasonable compensation." 


It is not surprising that the author did not sign this article, since one must have no 
conscience at all to attribute to Marx and Lenin the idea of replacing social 
revolution with behind-the-scenes bargaining between capitalists and communists. 


3. The revisionist lie about the "nation-state" and the abolition of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat 


Differences between the epochs of socialism and communism 


The theory of Marxism-Leninism summarizes the experience of the international 
working class movement. Theory is properly translated into revolutionary practice 
by means of the dialectical method. Stalin writes in On Dialectical and Historical 
Materialism: 


"It is not difficult to understand the enormous importance of extending the 
provisions of the dialectical method to the study of social life, to the study of the 
history of society, the enormous importance of applying these provisions to the 
history of society, to the practical activities of the proletariat" (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 
14, pp. 257-258). 


In order to apply the Marxist-Leninist theory and to develop it in parallel, the 
following three points must be observed: 


4. The fundamental principles of Marxism-Leninism remain unshaken. 
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"One must not violate the basic tenets of Marxism, otherwise errors are inevitable" 
("Speech at the CPC All-China Conference on Propaganda Work" (March 12, 1957) - 
quoted from excerpts from works ("red book")), Mao Zedong warned. 

However, revisionists and opportunists of all stripes are violating the foundations 
and principles of Marxism-Leninism. They deny them. It is enough to look at the 
revisionist "Theses" of the CCP to see how they violate the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism. They deny the principle of the revolutionary overthrow of the power of 
monopolistic capital and replace it with empty talk about the "squeezing out" of this 
power, which will allegedly take place on the "peaceful road to socialism". In this 
way, they deny the proletarian revolution. According to these "Theses", the aim of 
the SCP is no longer the dictatorship of the proletariat, but a kind of "anti- 
monopolistic democracy" within the framework of the capitalist social order. In this 
way it rejects all forms of revolutionary struggle and limits its struggle to the drive 
for reforms. The CCP wants to abolish the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism and 
replace them with revisionism. Mao Zedong said: 

"The denial of the basic tenets of Marxism, the denial of the universal truth of 
Marxism is revisionism. The line for which they (the revisionists - ed.) stand is 
essentially a line not for socialism but for capitalism" (ibid.). 


5. Marxism-Leninism must develop. 


This means that many questions and problems of the past must be analyzed afresh, 
and the theses, demands and slogans which were justified yesterday must be 
considered obsolete today and adapted to the new situation. This is why Mao 
Zedong asserted: 


"Marxism will undoubtedly develop; it will develop further as practice develops. It 
cannot stand still. Stopping and stammering will bring it death" (ibid.). 

It is wrong, for example, to sketchily transpose historical events into today and 
apply old methods to today's struggles, as the ultra-left does. This is also true for the 
theses put forward by the classics of Marxism in the concrete situation that existed 
in their time. Stalin emphasized in his reply to Razin on February 23, 1946: 

"One cannot move forward and move science without subjecting the outdated 
positions and statements of well-known authors to critical scrutiny. This applies not 
only to the authorities of military affairs, but also to the classics of Marxism" (Stalin. 
Op., vol. 16, pp. 22-23). 


Defending their erroneous theory of the "peaceful transition from capitalism to 
socialism", the revisionists argue that Marx spoke in the seventies of the nineteenth 
century of the possibility of a peaceful path to socialism in England and America at 
least and that Lenin thought it possible for Russia in 1917. In Revolutionarer Weg 
No. 2 we proved that already Engels regarded the possibility pointed out by Marx as 
lost; for Lenin the possibility of a peaceful path, which existed from February to July 
1917 thanks to the situation of dual power, disappeared after the reactionary coup 
of July 4. This is clear. However, the revisionists apply a correct analysis of that past 
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situation under certain historical conditions to the present. They accuse the 
defenders of the principles of Marxism-Leninism of dogmatism, while they 
themselves regard Marxism-Leninism as something rigid. Therefore, they are 
metaphysicians and dogmatists, revisionists and reformists at the same time. 


6. Marxism-Leninism evolves; dealing not only with today's problems, it also, 
proceeding from the needs of social development, considers future problems and 
lays the foundations for their solution. 


In their historical setting, Marx and Engels proceeded from the thesis of the 
simultaneous victory of the proletarian revolution in all countries. Engels wrote in 
1847 in Principles of Communism: 


"Big industry has already, by the fact that it has created a world market, so bound 
together all the nations of the globe, especially the civilized nations, that each of 
them depends on what the other has. Then great industry has so equalized social 
development in all civilized countries that everywhere the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat have become the two decisive classes of society and the struggle 
between them is the main struggle of our time. Therefore the communist revolution 
will not only be national; it will take place simultaneously in all civilized countries, 
that is, at least in England, America, France and Germany" (K. Marx and F. Engels. 
Opus, vol. 4, p. 334). 


Based on the assumption made at the time of the simultaneous victory of the 
proletarian revolution, Marx and Engels concluded that there would be only one 
stage in the construction of communism. For if the proletarian revolution erupts 
simultaneously in all capitalist countries, further progress toward a classless society 
will also be a simultaneous process. In 1875, in his "Critique of the Gothic Program," 
Marx first said of the two phases of communism: 


"These shortcomings are inevitable in the first phase of communist society, as it 
emerges after long pains of childbirth from capitalist society" (K. Marx and F. Engels. 
Op., vol. 19, p. 19). 


Lenin developed Marx's idea. He proved that it had become impossible to carry out 
the proletarian revolution everywhere at the same time because capitalism had 
become imperialism and the development of the capitalist countries was proceeding 
unevenly. Lenin advanced the thesis of the victory of socialism in one or more 
capitalist countries. This was essential because the victory and building of socialism 
in one country must then take place in a capitalist environment, i.e., in a struggle 
against the remnants of capitalism and feudalism within the country and, at the 
same time, against the capitalist environment. Hence the indisputable necessity of 
building communism in two phases. 
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"As long as the 'highest' phase of communism comes, the socialists demand the 
strictest control by society and by the state over the measure of labor and the 
measure of consumption, but only this control must begin with the expropriation of 
the capitalists, with the workers' control of the capitalists and be conducted not by a 
state of officials but by a state of armed workers" (V. I. Lenin. The State and 
Revolution. - PSS, vol. 33, p. 97). 


The question of the development of the two phases of communism is of great 
importance. It plays a decisive role in the disagreement with the revisionists. The 
revisionist leadership of the Soviet Union took advantage of the demagogic trick of 
claiming that the reason for the abolition of the dictatorship of the proletariat was 
the alleged transition from the first to the second phase of communism. The 
revisionist leaders claimed that in the Soviet Union the first phase of communism 
(building socialism) was over, and that now the second phase (building 
communism) had begun. The dictatorship of the proletariat as the state form of 
socialism thus became unnecessary. In the phase of building communism, it was to 
be replaced by a "nation-state. In fact, it was invented to legalize the power of the 
bureaucracy that had entered the capitalist path - to legalize the domination of the 
new bourgeoisie. To analyze and refute the revisionists' arguments on this point, we 
want to begin by showing the differences between the two phases of communism, 
between socialism and communism. Here are these differences: 


Under socialism there are two forms of public property; on the one hand, state 
property, the common property of all the people, and on the other hand, collective 
property, the property of cooperatives. Under communism, however, there will be 
only one form of social property. In the Soviet Union, progress from socialism to 
communism must be characterized by the further development of agricultural 
cooperatives (artels) and the improvement of the state machine and tractor stations 
(MTS), which systematically supply cooperatives with the machinery necessary for 
farming. Communes are an even higher form of collective farming, but they require 
even higher technology. At the 17th Congress Stalin said: 


"The future commune will grow out of a developed and prosperous artel. The future 
commune will arise on the basis of more developed machinery and more developed 
artel, on the basis of abundant products. The process of outgrowing the artel into 
the future commune must take place gradually, as all the collective farmers become 
convinced of the need for such outgrowth" (Stalin. Op., vol. 13, p. 353). 


Instead of promoting this development, the revisionists, for example in Poland, 
Hungary and Yugoslavia, for the most part abolished the agricultural cooperatives 
and transformed them back into private enterprises. In the Soviet Union they 
dissolved MTS and sold machinery to collective farms. This destroyed an important 
link in overcoming the opposition between workers and peasants, because the state- 
owned MTS played a decisive role in the development of the collective farms. 
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7. Under socialism there are still opposites between city and countryside, between 
physical and mental labor, although no longer in the form of the former capitalist 
society in which the village was exploited by the city. In the Federal Republic of 
Germany, for example, some 3.5 million people have been forced out of their villages 
over the past twenty years. One million small farmers will be pushed to the brink of 
ruin within the next ten years. Capitalist exploitation of the countryside has been the 
cause of the economic backwardness in the villages, associated with poverty, and 
lack of culture, and which will disappear more and more under socialism as the 
productive forces and socialist culture develop. By these measures the contradiction 
between town and countryside will gradually be eradicated. In the phase of 
socialism, bourgeois law continues to operate. Only under communism will the 
remnants of bourgeois law, the forms of division of labor between town and 
country, between physical and mental labor, disappear thanks to the highest 
development of production; for in accordance with the growth and change of the 
productive forces the relations of production will also change and be improved. This 
will especially have the effect of destroying the opposites between town and country 
and between physical and mental labor. The cultural and technical level of the 
people will be raised to the level of engineers and specialists. 


8. All class distinctions will disappear under communism, but not under socialism. 
Lenin taught in "The Great Cause" that: 


"The dictatorship of the proletariat is also a period of class struggle, which is 
inevitable until the classes are destroyed, and which changes its forms, becoming 
especially fierce and especially peculiar for the first time after the overthrow of 
capital. Having conquered political power, the proletariat does not cease the class 
struggle, but continues it - until the classes are destroyed - but, of course, ina 
different environment, in a different form, by different means. 


Under socialism, besides the remnants of the bourgeois and landlord classes, there 
are still class differences between the workers and the peasants, as well as between 
these two classes and the intelligentsia. They are caused by the existence of two 
forms of property under socialism, by the opposites between town and countryside 
and between physical and mental labor. Only when these opposites are abolished 
and a single form of social property is established do the class distinctions, like the 
classes themselves, disappear. 


Mao Zedong teaches us to distinguish between two kinds of contradictions: 
contradictions between the people and the enemy and contradictions among the 
people. Under socialism, both kinds still exist, and both kinds will continue to exist 
as long as capitalism exists in the world. This is why Lenin warned of the restoration 
of capitalism in his polemical work "The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade 
Kautsky." 
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"The transition from capitalism to communism is a whole historical epoch. Until it is 
over, the exploiters inevitably have a hope of restoration, and this hope turns into 
attempts at restoration. And after the first serious defeat, the overthrown exploiters, 
who did not expect their overthrow, did not believe in it, did not allow the thought 
of it, with increased energy, with mad passion, with hatred increased a hundredfold, 
rush into battle for the return of the "paradise" taken away, for their families, which 
lived so sweetly and which now 'common scum' condemn to ruin and poverty (or to 
‘simple’ labor...)" (V.I. Lenin Lenin. PSS, vol. 37, p. 264). 


In this aggravated class struggle, the capitalists used all available means (military, 
economic and ideological; terror, sabotage, bribery and corruption). Lenin and 
Stalin's struggle against the bureaucracy was also an expression of this intensified 
class struggle. After Stalin's death, the bureaucracy became the new bourgeoisie, 
usurping power and beginning the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union. A 
class struggle emerged on a new basis. The development of socialism was 
interrupted and Soviet society was thrown back to capitalism - a new type of 
capitalism. 


9. Socialism differs from communism in the inferior principle of distribution. 


c. The socialist principle of distribution is "each according to his ability, to each 
according to his labor." This means both the right and the duty to work - he who 
does not work does not eat. Everyone receives in proportion to the labor he 
supplies. The socialist principle of labor is essentially different from the capitalist 
principle. The capitalist principle of labor is associated with intensified exploitation 
of the labor force. The piecework and bonus system as a means of material 
incentive, together with caning methods and the threat of dismissal, serve to make 
workers work harder and harder. The socialist principle of labor means developing 
a socialist consciousness, creating advanced technology, and improving 
organization. Zhdanov|)] said in his report, "the spiritual resources of our people 
are no less essential than the material resources. 


But socialist consciousness requires the education and upbringing of the masses in 
the spirit of socialism. Hence, the ideological and cultural education of the masses, 
the communist education of the people in a socialist society takes on decisive 
importance. Socialist consciousness is born in the struggle against the old bourgeois 
ideology, long rooted in the masses through capitalist propaganda, habits and 
traditions in the life of the people - even though the material basis of society has 
changed. Until the socialist consciousness of the masses has fully matured, the 
socialist principle of labor "each according to his ability, each according to his labor" 
remains in force. Only when the motivation to work becomes free from egoistic 
aspirations like personal material gain and when labor is regarded as a contribution 
to the communist cause, as an honor, as a creative activity, as the main need of the 
new man, only then will the spiritual basis of the communist phase of society be 
achieved. The higher the ideological level of communist education, the faster 
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socialist society will advance toward communism. That is why Molotov stressed at 
the 18th Congress of the All-Union Communist Party (b) that "now the main thing 
we have is a communist-conscious attitude to our labor" (XVIII Congress of the All- 
Union Communist Party (b). Verbatim Report. - OGIZ, Gosolitizdat, 1939. - c. 315). 


d. The spiritual transformation of the people in socialist society goes hand in hand 
with a change in the economic basis through comprehensive mechanization, 
improved organization of labor and automation of production. This is the material 
condition for the transition from socialism to communism. It is also the basis for the 
continuous growth of personal needs in proportion to the increasing wealth of 
society. In the same spirit, Stalin expressed himself at the 17th Congress of the 
VKP(b): 


"Socialism can be built only on the basis of the rapid growth of the productive forces 
of society, on the basis of the abundance of products and goods, on the basis of the 
prosperous life of the workers, on the basis of the rapid growth of culture. For 
socialism, Marxist socialism, means not the reduction of personal needs, but their full 
expansion and flourishing, not the limitation or refusal to meet these needs, but the full 
and complete satisfaction of all the needs of culturally developed working people" (I.V. 
Stalin. Op., vol. 13, p. 360). 


When the spiritual and material conditions for the transition to the communist 
phase are ripe, then society will move to the communist principle of distribution: 
"Each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs. Then the remnants of 
bourgeois law, the inequality that still exists under socialism, will be destroyed. 
Marx wrote in his Critique of the Gothic Program: 


"In the highest phase of communist society, after the enslaving subordination of 
man to the division of labor has disappeared; when the opposition of mental and 
physical labor has disappeared with it; when labor has ceased to be only a means to 
life, but has become the very first necessity of life; when together with the 
comprehensive development of individuals the productive forces have grown and 
all sources of social wealth will flow in full flow, only then can the narrow horizon of 
bourgeois law be completely overcome, and society can write n (Karl Marx and 
Friedrich Engels, Opus, vol. 19, p. 20). 


This is a very long process, complicated not only by internal difficulties, but also by 
the world capitalist environment. The Soviet population faced enormous difficulties 
in building socialism, for two devastating wars caused incredible damage to the 
Soviet Union and destroyed much of the economy. It should also be remembered 
that tsarist Russia had suffered from economic and cultural backwardness 
(illiteracy) for centuries. In 1913, per capita industrial production in Russia was 
4.76% compared to the United States or 7.1% compared to England. Added to the 
economic difficulties were the political difficulties caused by the presence within the 
country of capitalist elements with ties to capitalist countries. External capitalism 
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exercised not only military and economic interference through intervention and 
sabotage, but - especially after the Soviet state became stronger - also ideological 
and cultural influence through the penetration of bourgeois ideology. 


The penetration of bourgeois ideology is facilitated by modern mass media (radio 
and television), which no borders can prevent. All these difficulties prolong the 
period of building socialism. Neither the material nor the ideological preconditions 
for the transition from socialism to communism were in place when the revisionists 
seized power. This means that the conditions for this transition first had to be 
created; conditions that Stalin said at the 18th Congress of the All-Union Communist 


Party(b): 


"Only if we overtake the main capitalist countries economically can we expect that 
our country will be fully saturated with consumer goods, we will have an abundance 
of products, and we will be able to make the transition from the first phase of 
communism to its second phase" (I.V. Stalin. Op., vol. 14, p. 306). 

This did not happen then or during the XXII Congress, when the foundations of 
socialism had already been shaken or eliminated by the revisionists. The 
revisionists proclaimed the transition to a higher phase of communism and the 
"people's state". At the XXII Congress of the CPSU (October 1961), the revisionist 
theories were supplemented with the final touch - the proclamation of a "people's 
state". 


Explaining the new (completely revisionist) program of the CPSU, Khrushchev 
declared: "The unfolding process of the erasure of the boundaries between classes 
leads to an increasing social homogeneity of society." And he concluded: "The 
nation-state is a new stage in the development of the socialist state, the most 
important milestone on the road to the outgrowth of socialist statehood into 
communist public self-government" (N.S. Khrushchev. On the Program of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Report at the XXII Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union on October 18, 1961. - Moscow, Gosolitizdat, 1961. - c. 80). 


"Izvestia" of May 17, 1964, called it "a step forward in the further creative 
development of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of the dictatorship of the proletariat" 
and a historical merit for Khrushchev. "Izvestia" continues: 


"Only the party of creative Marxism-Leninism could reveal the complex dialectics of 
the development of socialist statehood, convincingly showing the objective 
regularity and inevitability (our emphasis - ed.) of the outgrowth of the state of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat into a nation state, which, in turn, must gradually 
develop into a communist social self-government." 


The "people's state" of the Soviet revisionist clique is by no means a new invention. 


They dug up the "people's state" by reviewing the moth-eaten theories of the old 
revisionists. In 1875, the two then-existing German working-class parties united 
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and adopted the "Gothic Program. Marx and Engels condemned this program for 
opportunism and, among other things, for the formula of a "popular" or "free state. 
Engels sent a letter of criticism to Bebel: 


"The anarchists have stabbed us in the eye with the people's state more than 
enough, although already Marx's essay against Proudhon and then the Communist 
Manifesto say directly that with the introduction of a socialist social order the state 
itself dissolves and disappears. Since the state is only a transitory institution which 
has to be used in struggle, in revolution, in order to violently crush its opponents, it 
is pure nonsense to speak of a free popular state: while the proletariat still needs the 
state, it needs it not for freedom, but for the crushing of its opponents, and when it 
becomes possible to speak of freedom, then the state as such ceases to exist" (Karl 
Marx and Friedrich Engels. Op., vol. 19, p. 5). 


***Said clearly and precisely. Every state is the rule of some class. "The state is the 
product and manifestation of the irreconcilability of class contradictions" (V. I. 
Lenin. State and Revolution - PSS, vol. 33, p. 7). It is an instrument of the 
suppression of one class by another, an instrument of the power of the ruling class. 
It is the class content of the state, not its form, that is fundamental. Capitalism uses 
various forms of domination - the bourgeois republic also as a monarchy, bourgeois 
democracy also as fascism, parliamentarianism also as a military dictatorship. 
Regardless of the form of domination used, in all cases the state is an instrument of 
power of the ruling capitalist class. The working class, which has crushed the power 
of capitalism and gained political power, establishes its own state: the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. This state does not only imply a dictatorship, i.e., the suppression 
of elements hostile to the previously oppressed and exploited classes. It also implies 
the broadest democracy for the workers formerly oppressed and exploited. 
Therefore, the dictatorship of the proletariat is equal to proletarian or socialist 
democracy. It is "a million times more democratic than any bourgeois democracy" 
(V. I. Lenin. PSS, vol. 37, p. 257). 


Modern revisionists have abandoned the class content of the socialist state and turn 
it into a "people's state". This rejection of the proletarian content can be seen, in 
particular, in the quoted article in Izvestia which states that with the transformation 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat there is also "an outgrowth ... of proletarian 
democracy into an all-popular socialist democracy" (Izvestia, May 17, 1964). 


The Communist Party of China strongly opposed the revisionist distortion of 
Marxism-Leninism by the revisionist leadership of the Soviet Union. The revisionists 
raised a multi-voiced howl when they realized they had been exposed. Suslov was 
particularly active in resorting to distortion and slander in this polemic. In a 
notorious report to the Plenum of the CPSU Central Committee on February 14, 
1964, he defended the anti-Marxist thesis of a "nation-state" and the elimination of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat: 
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"The Chinese leaders persist in insisting that the dictatorship of the proletariat must 
be preserved ‘until it enters the highest phase of communist society.’ In doing so, 
they refer to a quotation from C. Marx that "Between capitalist and communist 
society lies a period of revolutionary transformation of the former into the latter. To 
this period corresponds a political transition period and the state of this period can 
be nothing other than the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat. 


This quotation is torn from the whole course of Marx's reasoning, and they try to 
use it as a theoretical basis for "criticism" of the CPSU program. However, in cutting 
off Marx's thought, the Chinese leaders nowhere cite the following two lines from 
the same work of Marx, which say at the address of the Gothic program: "But the 
program does not deal with this latter (i.e., the dictatorship of the proletariat - M.S.), 
nor with the future statehood of communist society." If we follow the logic of the 
Chinese theorists, Marx should be declared an anti-Marxist for such a thought" 
(Pravda, April 3, 1964). 


This is dirty demagogy. Why does Suslov - if he is such a zealot for the integrity of 
Marx's ideas - ignore the previous passage from the Critique of the Gothic Program, 
in which Marx unequivocally rejects the idea of a "people's state"? Marx writes: 
"The question is then posed as follows: what transformation will statehood undergo 
in a communist society? In other words, what social functions will then remain 
similar to the present state functions? This question can only be answered 
scientifically, and no matter how many thousands of times we combine the word 
"people" with the word "state", this will not move its resolution one bit" (K. Marx 
and F. Engels, Op. 19, p. 27; emphasis added). 


Here Marx makes it clear that during the construction of communism the form of the 
state will not be a "people's state" at all. Decisively opposed to the "people's state", 
he leaves the question open ("this question can only be answered scientifically"). 
Lenin begins with the above quote from Marx in "The State and the Revolution" and 
writes further: 


"Having thus ridiculed all talk of the 'people's state,’ Marx gives the statement of the 
question and as if warning that for a scientific answer to it one can operate only 
with firmly established scientific data" (V. I. Lenin. PSS., vol. 33, p. 86). 


It is Suslov and others like him who revise Marx. The people cannot abolish classes 
by means of a "people's state" - this can only be done by the working class, the most 
progressive class, the only one that can fundamentally change society. For this 
purpose he uses the dictatorship of the proletariat. In this way he commits the last 
act as class and hegemon of the state: class and state also die out. So the dictatorship 
of the proletariat continues to operate during both periods of building communism, 
only its tasks are different. The main task of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the 
first phase of communism is the suppression of the capitalist elements and the 
liquidation of hostile classes. The main task of the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
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the second phase of communism is the gradual abolition of all classes in general. To 
proclaim a "people's state" is anti-Marxism and right opportunism. The "people's 
state" was and is nonsense, because the state was and is a class instrument, and in 
the present Soviet Union as well, with the proviso that its class content has changed. 
The proclamation of a "nation-state" was thus only a grand trick of the leading 
revisionists for the sake of eliminating the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
establishing the dictatorship of the bureaucratic capitalists, the new bourgeoisie, 
and introducing a new type of capitalism. 


The abolition of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the establishment of the 
power of the bureaucracy, which has become the new capitalist class 


At the 22nd Congress the revisionist leadership of the Soviet Union proclaimed a 
"people's state", declaring briefly and clearly that the Soviet Union had already 
passed the stage of the dictatorship of the proletariat (Izvestia, October 19, 1961). 
Since the working class is the conductor of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
consequently there can be no more working class carrying out this dictatorship, and 
there are no more classes, which the working class as the most progressive must 
lead as long as classes exist. 


Only the abolition of classes makes the state as a class instrument unnecessary. This 
means that in the second phase of communism, the dictatorship of the proletariat 
has the task of preparing the abolition of classes until this latter task is fulfilled in 
the course of their gradual abolition. Marx could only answer this question in 
general scientific terms. Lenin developed Marxism on this point as well and clearly 
emphasized: 


"Socialism is the destruction of classes. The dictatorship of the proletariat has done 
everything it could for this destruction. But the classes cannot be destroyed at once. 
And classes remained and will remain during the epoch of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. The dictatorship will be unnecessary when the classes disappear. They 
will not disappear without the dictatorship of the proletariat. The classes remain, 
but each has changed during the epoch of the dictatorship of the proletariat; their 
relationship has also changed. The class struggle does not disappear under the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, but only takes other forms" (Lenin. PSS, vol. 39, p. 
279): 


The revisionists have revised not only Marx but also Lenin. It is impossible to 
abolish the dictatorship of the proletariat without betraying the working class and 
socialism. It is impossible to abolish the dictatorship of the proletariat without 
intending to restore capitalism. As long as classes exist, there will be a class struggle, 
and the dictatorship of the proletariat will be necessary. Lenin wrote in his 
"Greetings to the Hungarian Workers": 
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"The destruction of classes is a matter of a long, difficult, persistent class struggle, 
which, after the overthrow of the power of capital, after the destruction of the 
bourgeois state, after the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat, does 
not disappear (as the vulgar of old socialism and old social democracy imagine), but 
only changes its forms, becoming in many ways even more violent. 


In order to destroy the classes, we need a period of dictatorship of one class, 
precisely that of the oppressed classes which can not only overthrow the exploiters, 
not only suppress their resistance without mercy, but also break with the entire 
bourgeois-democratic ideology, with all the bourgeois phraseology about freedom 
and equality in general. 


Not only that. Only the oppressed class is capable of destroying by its dictatorship 
the classes which are trained, united, educated, tempered by decades of strike and 
political struggle against capital, - only the class which has internalized the entire 
urban, industrial, large-capitalist culture, has the determination and ability to 
defend it, to preserve and further develop all its gains and make them available to all 
the people, all the workers, - only the class which is able to bear all the difficulties, 
trials, hardships, the great sacrifices which history inevitably lays on him who 
breaks with the past and bravely makes his way to a new future, - only that class in 
which the best people are full of hatred and contempt for all the bourgeois and 
philistine, for those qualities, Only a class which has 'made a hardening school of 
labor' and is able to inspire respect for its ability to work in every working man, in 
every honest man" (V. I. Lenin's Lenin. PSS, vol. 38, pp. 386-388). 


This is a strong condemnation of the revisionist leadership of the CPSU. 

If more proof is needed of the open betrayal of the bureaucracy following the 
capitalist path, we shall now examine the question of whether the preconditions for 
the transition from the first to the second phase of communism have developed at 
all: 


10. The level of production has not equaled or surpassed that of the main capitalist 
countries; 


(11) There was no abundance of products: on the contrary, in part, there were even 
considerable shortages; 


12. The two forms of social ownership had not yet sufficiently converged and the 
agricultural artels had not yet developed into communes to make a merger of both 
forms of ownership possible in the foreseeable future; 


13. The opposition between town and country and between physical and mental 


labor had not yet disappeared: on the contrary, this opposition was further 
aggravated by the growth of the bureaucracy and its privileges; 
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14. Class differences still existed. Besides the contradictions within the people there 
were still antagonistic contradictions with the capitalist elements within the country 
and with the outside capitalist world; 


15. The introduction of the communist principle of distribution "to each according 
to his needs" was still a long way off, since neither the material nor the spiritual 
conditions for this had yet been achieved. 


So, the transition from the first to the second phase of communism was not justified 
at all. The leading revisionists in the USSR fed everyone the lie about a "nation-state" 
as a sign of the transition to the second phase of communism, only to abolish the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, to seize power from the working class in order to 
establish their capitalist domination. 


They transformed the Red Army, an instrument of working-class power, 
bureaucratizing it and giving the military leadership the same privileges they 
themselves had (these copper-faced men with gold stars on their shoulder straps, 
decorated with medals, participants in traditional parade marches, felt themselves 
equal to the bourgeois officers, and did not hesitate to turn the instrument of 
proletarian dictatorship into an instrument of the ruling bureaucracy). 


And what about the party, the CPSU? The real Marxist-Leninists were attacked, 
expelled, and persecuted. This party has become revisionist, like the rest of the 
Communist Party. The party of the working class, it was declared, was a "people's 
party," just as the dictatorship of the proletariat was a "people's state. The 
revisionist "people's party" is the party of the bureaucracy, the new monopolistic 
bourgeoisie. "The programmatic proclamation of the Soviet revolutionary 
Communists of the Bolsheviks" sheds light on the consequences of this new power: 


"Consequently, bureaucrats rule over the entire practical life of the country. The 
people cannot remove them if they so wish. But the bureaucracy can remove any 
employee of the Party and Soviet apparatus if he proves too honest and loyal to the 
interests of the people. The bureaucracy has turned social demagogy into a shield 
for its own well-being. Is there any doubt about the utter degeneration of the 
bureaucracy[?] about its utter devastation of all forms of socialist life and socialist 
consciousness, when you directly see our everyday life at present? The utter 
absence of any enthusiasm in the masses, the utter indifference to the cause, social 
life transformed into comedy, the utter domination of the egoistic element, the 
suppression of everything living, active, fresh - these are the results of the 
domination of the bureaucratic system" (Program Statement of the Soviet 
Revolutionary Communists of the Bolsheviks. - Beijing, Foreign Language 
Publishers, 1967. - pp. 50, 51, 52). 
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So low has the Soviet bureaucracy fallen, this worshipper of the capitalist way. Only 
on this basis could it destroy the dictatorship of the proletariat and carry out the 
restoration of a new type of capitalism in the Soviet Union. 

(Originally published as Revolutionarer Weg No. 7, Die Restauration des 
Kapitalismus in der Sowjetunion, Part 1, 1971) 


Download V. Dikkut's book "The Restoration of Capitalism in the USSR" 


CKayatTb KHury B.OuKkkyta "PecTaBpauwaA KanutTanu3ma B CCCP" 


[1] Hereinafter quotations from Lenin's works are from the 5th edition of the 
Complete Works. 

[2] Hereinafter quotations from the works of K. Marx and F. Engels are from the 2nd 
edition of the Works. 

[3] Ina speech at a press conference in Vienna on July 8, 1960. 

[4] M.A. Suslov - at the time a member of the Presidium of the CPSU Central 
Committee 

[5] A.A. Zhdanov - a member of the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee since 
1939. 
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